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Foreword 



T he American Association for Higher Education is pleased to publish 
this most timely volume, Included in Communication: Learning Climates 
That Cultivate Racial and Ethnic Diversity, the first of three volumes that 
will showcase innovative teaching and learning strategies, provide fac- 
ulty in selected disciplines examples from their peers as to how they can make a 
difference in the success of students of color in introductory and gateway courses, 
and promote conversations in departments across the nation about the impor- 
tance of diversity and the opportunity it brings to explore innovative pedagogy 
and revitalize learning in classrooms. 

The 2 1st century is the time for higher education to rise to the occasion to 
serve the most diverse student population in history. For more than 30 years, 
AAHE has been the premier higher education association to lead faculty to 
achieve teaching and learning excellence. For the past decade or so, colleges and 
universities around the country have been trying to determine the impact of diver- 
' sity on curricular and cocurricular life. In 1999, AAHE’s Board of Directors offi- 
cially adopted a statement on diversity in which they pledge: “AAHE will contin- 
ue through its projects, conferences, and publications to assist campuses to 
increase access and diversity for students, faculty, and staff, as well as in curricula 
and programs.” This publication builds on that pledge. 

The three volumes (in Communication, Sociology, and English Studies) 
also represent AAHE’s continuing commitment to collaboration on two levels. 
First, they bring together AAHE’s own work in assessment, faculty roles and 
rewards, teaching and learning, and diversity in new ways. Second, AAHE is also 
collaborating with disciplinary associations — the National Communication 
Association, the American Sociological Association, and the National Council of 
Teachers of English, respectively. All three books are produced under the leader- 
ship of Dr. Carolyn Vasques-Scalera, AAHE’s director of diversity initiatives, and 
disciplinary colleagues, with funding from the Knight Foundation. 

Research shows that the success of students of color ultimately depends on 
the transformation of faculty who teach them, as well as institutional and depart- 
mental climates that value the presence of diverse students. AAHE as a praxis 
organization is committed to taking research and operationalizing it through 
exemplary practice, as modeled through this publication. 



Yolanda T. Moses 
President, American Association for Higher Education 



The Diversity Framework 
Informing This Volume 



Carolyn Vasques-Scalera 
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T his volume is one of three in a project funded by the Knight Foundation. 

Each asks the question how can we create learning climates (in Communica- 
tion, in Sociology, and in English Studies, respectively) that cultivate racial and 
ethnic diversity and promote the success of all our students? 

The concept for these disciplinary monographs emerged from two impor- 
tant realities. First, despite gains made in access to higher education, numerous 
studies show that students of color remain underrepresented at every degree level 
and in many disciplines. Second, despite all we have learned about effective teach- 
ing and learning and about the importance of diversity in general, we haven’t done 
enough to translate that general knowledge into specific disciplinary and teaching 
practices. These volumes are an attempt to make more intentional the connec- 
tions between diversity and teaching/leaming and to provide faculty with concrete 
strategies for enacting those connections in their discipline. To that end, there are 
several critical questions that must be considered: 

What are our assumptions about who learns and how? Do we enact prac- 
tices that suggest that there is only one way to teach and learn and belong to a dis- 
ciplinary community? Do we send the message that only some students are capa- 
ble of learning; that students are somehow deficient if they fail to learn under the 
conditions set explicidy or implicidy by the discipline? Do we adhere to elitist 
“weed-out” notions of success, that students who fail to succeed simply did not 
belong? Do we think of diversity in terms of excellence, or diminishment? Why 
should disciplines care about diversity? 

The Framework’s Elements 

“Diversity” is a term that has been used widely and loosely with very different 
meanings and implications for practice. The questions posed above reveal some 
important insights about the particular diversity framework informing this volume 
and its companion two volumes to come. 

1 

These volumes challenge the deficit model of diversity, in which difference is 
equated with deficiency and seen as a challenge rather than as an opportunity for 
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learning. All students and faculty bring a wealth of tradition, information, and 
experience to their understandings of the world, and that wealth can contribute in 
meaningful ways to the learning process. Furthermore, to focus on how some stu- 
dents are different, or to assume that different means “deficient,” is to leave unex- 
amined how the learning experience is set up to the benefit of particular groups 
by rewarding their culmre -specific ways of knowing and doing. 

2 

These volumes move beyond a singular focus on access and representational 
diversity — the number? of students of color in our classes and campuses — to 
examine the experiences students face once there. It’s not enough to recruit diverse 
students if we do nothing to retain them; that is, if we don’t offer a teaching/leam- 
ing environment where they are genuinely included and are expected to succeed. 



3 

In thinking about students’ experiences, these volumes expand the conversation 
beyond the usual focus on content — what we teach — to a discussion about the 
impact on students of process — how we teach. The volumes don’t advocate an 
additive approach to curriculum, in which diverse perspectives are simply tacked 
on to the content of courses. Rather, they prompt us to think deeply about what 
it means to be included in classroom and disciplinary communities, and the ways 
in which we create, intentionally or not, barriers to meaningful student learning 
and participation in those communities. The volumes ask faculty to examine the 
hidden messages in our pedagogy, and they provide some alternate ways of teach- 
ing that are more inclusive and conducive to the success of diverse students. 




4 

These volumes challenge the notion that diversity is solely or primarily the 
responsibility of certain faculty (usually faculty of color); involves particular stu- 
dents (usually students of color); and is relevant only to certain areas of the cam- 
pus (student affairs) or to specific disciplines (humanities and social sciences). The 
issues they raise and the practices they advocate illustrate not merely the relevance 
but the absolute cenfrality of diversity to teaching and learning. Their essays chal- 
lenge not merely pedagogical practices but the epistemological foundations upon 
which each discipline rests. Each volume makes diversity relevant to that discipli- 
nary context and raises important questions about what it means to engage in a 
disciplinary community that truly values diversity. They make clear that teaching 
and learning about diversity is not the same as engaging diversity and diverse learn- 
ers in the learning process. As such, they model for other disciplines how to take 
up these issues. 

9 
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5 

While these volumes primarily address students of color and gateway courses, the 
issues raised apply to other forms of difference; the practices described transcend 
specific courses; and because the volumes are essentially about enhancing peda- 
gogy and engaging diversity, the benefits extend to all students. An important 
theme concerns not simply making curriculum and pedagogy more relevant to 
students of color, but helping all students (and indeed, faculty) become more cul- 
turally aware and multiculturally competent. A growing body of research docu- 
ments the benefits of having diverse learners and of engaging diversity issues — 
not just for the success of students of color, but for all students. 

6 

Finally, while the focus is mainly on classrooms, these volumes include essays and 
instructional practices that situate the classroom within its larger departmental, 
institutional, and disciplinary contexts. A meaningfully diverse classroom climate 
is a necessary but insufficient criterion to achieving the goals oudined above. Stu- 
dents also need to see themselves reflected in the curriculum and in the faces of 
faculty and administrators. Students need to experience an inclusive campus cli- 
mate and disciplinary community. Individual faculty members enacting good 
practices in their classes is not enough; we need departmental, institutional, and 
discipline-wide support for diversity. 

A Prompt for Conversation and Change 

Thus the tide of the volumes, Included in — which reflects that it is not enough to 
recruit students of color into higher education and into the disciplines if, once 
there, their progress is blocked by teaching/leaming practices that exclude them. 
Nor is it enough to focus on persistence and success if, by that, we mean success 
only in the academy’s dominant ways of thinking and learning. To their credit, 
many students of color have succeeded in higher education and will continue to 
succeed despite too-often unwelcoming climates and other barriers. But the tide 
reflects the larger outcome we all desire; that is, for students of color to feel includ- 
ed in a discipline, to feel a sense of ownership and empowerment in the learning 
process, the discipline, the academy. The subtitle — Learning Climates That Culti- 
vate Racial and Ethnic Diversity — reflects the means for getting there, that we must 
intentionally cultivate diversity (in all its forms). To do that is not simply a matter 
of letting people in, it means opening up the knowledge-creation process. The 
result is a more vital and viable discipline. 

The use of the word cultivate is very intentional. These volumes present a 
fundamental challenge to the weed-out mentality that says only some students can 
learn and those who fail don’t deserve to be there. But neither do the volumes 
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assume that to succeed, students simply need to learn better study skills. They are 
not about changing who students are or how they learn. Rather, these volumes are 
intended to encourage faculty to examine our assumptions about who students are 
and how they learn, and the ways in which our pedagogy either contributes to or 
inhibits the inclusion and success of all our students. 

These volumes are not intended as the final or definitive word on cultivat- 
ing racial and ethnic diversity in the disciplines. Nor are they meant to be cook- 
books for doing so. We risk perpetuating the exclusion and marginalization of stu- 
dents of color if we equate identity with learning style , or apply unreflectively the 
instructional practices that work well in one context with one group of students to 
all contexts and groups. Instead, the volumes are intended as a resource for con- 
versation and examining assumptions, and they provide some guidelines for prac- 
tice. But we must think carefully about who our students are, and enact multiple 
forms of teaching and learning that provide opportunities for all students to be 
genuinely included. 

Clearly the issues raised in this volume and the ones to follow point to the 
need for more research in the scholarship of teaching and learning that explicidy 
investigates diversity questions. My hope is that you will find the monographs — 
individually and collectively — stimulating and empowering in furthering such 
work in collaboration with colleagues on campus, at your disciplinary meetings, 
and at AAHE events. I invite you to visit the AAHE website (www.aahe.org) for 
further resources and for venues in which to share your progress. 

These are issues about which I care deeply, and with which I continue to 
struggle in my own teaching. It is exciting and illuminating to learn how different 
disciplines are grappling with these issues and bringing discipline-specific research 
to bear on pedagogical practices. 
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T he primary purpose of this volume, produced collaboratively by the Ameri- 
can Association for Higher Education (AAHE) and the National Communi- 
cation Association (NCA), is to describe effective pedagogical strategies for 
increasing the participation and success of students of color in the Communica- 
tion major. Specifically, the volume intends to: 

[1 encourage conversations about inclusive teaching and learning and the 
importance of diversity issues in Communication pedagogy; 

B provide Communication faculty with concrete teaching and learning 
strategies with which to promote the success of students of color in the 
gateway courses — that is, the courses that most often lead to a 
Communication major (Public Speaking, Interpersonal Communication, 
Group Communication, and the hybrid or combination course J ); and, 

H encourage discipline-wide action to remove any barriers to the success of 
students of color in Communication. 

To achieve these three objectives, this volume includes two kinds of contributions. 
Part One contains 10 essays that focus on pedagogical, curricular, and administra- 
tive issues, examining a variety of factors that affect the success of students of color 
in the four basic Communication courses. Part Two describes exemplary in- 
structional practices focusing on diversity and teaching and learning in the basic 
courses. 

National Communication Association 

When NCAs executive director, James L. Gaudino, and associate director, Sher- 
wyn P. Morreale, asked me to develop and edit this volume, I agreed to do so 
largely because of the longtime commitment of the Association and its leaders and 
members to issues of diversity. I had worked with Jim and Sherry when, while I 
was president of NCA in 1997, we developed a Summer Conference on Racial 
and Ethnic Diversity. 

The National Communication Association was founded in 1914 (for more, 
see Work and Jeffrey 1989). Almost 90 years later, the field of Communication is 
a large and vigorous one, marked by advancements in the study, criticism, 
research, teaching, and application of the artistic, humanistic, and scientific prin- 
ciples of communication. Now the oldest and largest academic society of Com- 
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municatdon scholar-teachers in the world, NCA has grown from 17 to 7,100 
members. Their research interests span all forms of human communication, rang- 
ing from face-to-face communication in dyads to mediated communication reach- 
ing large public audiences. The U.S. Department of Education’s Classification of 
Instructional Programs-2000 defines “communication studies” as a “group of 
instructional programs that focus on how messages in various media are produced, 
used, distributed, and interpreted within and across different contexts, channels, 
and cultures, and that prepare individuals to apply communication knowledge and 
skills professionally.” 2 

Approximately 4,100 NCA members meet annually at the NCA national 
convention to present the results of their research. In addition, the Association 
convenes national and international conferences on specific foci in the Commu- 
nication field. 

NCAs membership comes from all 50 states in the United States, plus the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Guam. In addition, individuals from 25 
other countries are NCA members. Affiliate organizations currendy include 
Communication societies from Israel and South Africa, and ongoing contacts with 
organizations in Latin America, Russia, and the People’s Republic of China. 
NCAs membership affiliates with a number of divisions that focus on specific 
research topics. Currendy, those units include African American Communication 
and Culture; American Studies Commission; Applied Communication; Argu- 
mentation and Forensics; Asian/Pacific American Communication Studies; Basic 
Course; Communication and Aging; Communication and Law; Communication 
and the Future; Communication Apprehension and Avoidance; Communication 
Assessment; Communication Ethics; Communication Needs of Students at Risk; 
Critical and Cultural Studies; Environmental Communication; Ethnography; 
Experiential Learning in Communication; Family Communication; Feminist and 
Women Studies; Freedom of Expression; Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgender 
Studies; Group Communication; Health Communication Division; Human 
Communication and Technology; Instructional Development; International and 
Intercultural Communication; Interpersonal Communication; Intrapersonal 
Communication and Social Cognition; Language and Social Interaction; Lati- 
na/Latino Communication Studies; Mass Communication; Organizational Com- 
munication; Peace and Conflict; Performance Studies; Political Communication; 
Public Address; Public Relations; Rhetorical and Communication Theory; Semi- 
otics and Communication; Spiritual Communication; Theatre; Training and 
Development; Vietnamese Communication; Visual Communication. 

NCA publishes seven scholarly journals, including Communication Educa- 
tion , which is solely devoted to Communication pedagogy; two annuals, one on 
freedom of expression and the other on intercultural communication; an index to 
journals in Communication; a series of books arising from the research of the dis- 
cipline; and a serial publication of teaching activities, a quarterly called The Com- 
munication Teacher. 
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In addition to growing membership and breadth and depth of publications, 
scholarship, and pedagogy, recently NCA has extended its national influence in 
other ways. The Association belongs to several societies that promote scholarship 
(e.g., American Council of Learned Societies, Consortium of Social Science Asso- 
ciations, National Humanities Alliance). The Association’s professional staff as 
well as individual members have also cultivated external alliances with other disci- 
plinary societies (e.g., American Historical Association, American Political Sci- 
ence Association, American Psychological Association, American Sociological 
Association), with interdisciplinary organizations (e.g., American Association for 
Higher Education, Association of American Colleges and Universities, Council of 
Graduate Schools), and with funding agencies (e.g., The Carnegie Foundation, 
National Science Foundation, Pew Charitable Trusts). Throughout this period of 
expansion, the Association and its members continued to honor their core value 
of diversity in their research and pedagogy. 




NCA and Diversity 

This volume represents a watershed in the evolution of NCAs history of commit- 
ment to diversity. Since its founding, the Association has demonstrated, through 
both its policies and its actions, that Communication is a field that views diversity 
as an advantage to an academic discipline. Therefore, it came as no surprise that 
Communication was among the first disciplines approached by AAHE to develop 
a publication totally devoted to examining ways to encourage and retain under- 
graduate students of color. 

During the 1960s, NCA was one of the first disciplinary societies to estab- 
lish a member-based caucus devoted solely to the scholarship of and issues of 
importance to its black members (see Daniel 1995). In 1968, NCA established an 
ad hoc Committee on Social Relevance, which held its first meeting at the NCA 
1968 national convention. According to one of the founders of the NCA 
Black Caucus, that meeting was an early indicator of NCAs interest in issues of 
diversity: 

We were treading in very unfamiliar waters, and hence there was no way to 
anticipate what “went down” at the December 28, 1968, Open Meeting on 
Social Relevance at the Sheraton Hotel in Chicago. The event was a true 
1960s “happening.” All Association members were invited to attend. The 
extra large meeting room was packed, wall-to-wall, standing room only, with 
approximately 2,000 long-haired White folks, a small handful of bushy- 
headed Black folks, and other folks who felt “a deep need to get involved.” 
(Daniel 1 995: 5) 

That Social Relevance Committee evolved into NCAs Black Caucus. Meetings of 
the Caucus at the national convention frequently overflow room capacity, and its 
members annually convene a national summer conference as well. 

14 
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Today, NCA boasts an Asian/Pacific American Caucus, Black Caucus, Cau- 
cus on Disability Issues, Caucus on Gay and Lesbian Concerns, La Raza Caucus, 
and Women’s Caucus. Each serves as a meeting place for persons from underrep- 
resented groups in the Association. These caucuses promote initiatives and pre- 
sent convention programs featuring research on topics related to the group served 
by the caucus. The caucuses also represent the political agendas of their con- 
stituents to the Association as a whole. This is often done through NCAs Affir- 
mative Action and Inter-Caucus Committee, which reports directly to the Asso- 
ciation’s national governing bodies. 

With the members of its Black Caucus as a starting point, in the 1980s NCA 
initiated a working relationship with a number of the historically black colleges 
and universities (HBCUs) in an effort to familiarize their faculty and students with 
the goals and teaching and research programs/activities of the Association. In 
1996, 1 appointed a national task force on racial and ethnic diversity. That group 
developed a major research agenda for the purpose of better understanding and, 
where necessary, redirecting the Association’s programs in support of diversity. 

Specifically, the task force, Jim Gaudino, and I surveyed all Communication 
departments in an attempt to ffientdfy the racial and ethnic profiles of Communi- 
cation faculty and students, the frequency and nature of recruitment and retention 
practices of Communication departments, and the perceptions of students of 
color of the climate within the Communication discipline. The results of this first 
questionnaire suggested that although most Communication departments partic- 
ipated actively in institutional efforts designed to recruit faculty and students of 
color, underrepresentation remained a problem. 

A questionnaire, sent to each of the students of color who had been identi- 
fied by his or her department, sought to learn more about departmental and insti- 
tutional climate — i.e., whether, from their experiences as undergraduate Com- 
munication majors or as graduate students in Communication, the discipline was 
hospitable to students of color. Although a majority of respondents believed that 
their department was more supportive of diversity generally than was their cam- 
pus, they felt that at both levels there was more rhetoric about diversity than there 
was action. They said, for example, that although the issue was frequendy dis- 
cussed, there were no really significant efforts to recruit students of color. They 
also noted that there were so few faculty of color that students tended to feel lost. 
And that while white faculty supported diversity rhetorically, they did not show a 
behavioral commitment to recruit additional students of color or to build suffi- 
cient supports programs within departments. 

In response to these findings, in 1997 NCA convened a summer conference 
focused on racial and ethnic diversity in the field of Communication. That con- 
ference generated guiding principles and action plans for addressing four topics 
essential to the success of any diversity initiative for a department or a campus: 
criticism and research; pedagogy and curriculum; administration, recruitment, 



and retention; and campus and departmental climate and culture. (The proceed- 
ings of the conference, Racial and Ethnic Diversity in the 21st Century: A Communi- 
cation Perspective, was published by NCA in 1997.) 

The 1997 conference also resulted in the creation of an action plan that 
addressed all aspects of the Association’s support for diversity in Communication 
research and instruction. For example, the plan called for efforts to increase the 
diversity of editorial boards and to make NCAs journals more sensitive to schol- 
arship that had previously been marginalized. The plan also included an Associa- 
tion-funded grant (which was awarded twice) to departmental programs targeted 
to increase diversity. 

More recently, the Association undertook an effort to forge better relation- 
ships between urban universities, HBCUs, and majority-white academic institu- 
tions. NCAk studies clearly demonstrated that while the discipline as a whole is 
underrepresented in terms of students and faculty of color, some Communication 
departments at urban campuses and HBCUs have large numbers of students of 
color. However, the study also suggests that the HBCU programs offer primarily 
undergraduate degrees and that the students typically do not go on to study Com- 
munication at the graduate level. NCAs current efforts are designed to forge clos- 
er relationships between undergraduate programs at the HBCUs and the gradu- 
ate programs at majority-white institutions. 

About This Volume 

Developing and editing this volume has been, from beginning to end, a joyous and 
enriching experience. First, we were fortunate in putting together an editorial 
board that would be the envy of any editor. Wenshu Lee, from San Jose State Uni- 
versity; Mark Lawrence McPhail, from Miami University; Dolores Valencia 
Tanno, from the University of Nevada, Las Vegas; and consulting reviewer Orlan- 
do L. Taylor, from Howard University, made helpful suggestions about the over- 
all direction the volume should take and later made knowledgeable and perceptive 
recommendations regarding the manuscripts. And they did everything in a neces- 
sarily brief time period. (A truly awesome group of people.) 

Second, when we put out the open call to all NCA members for essays and 
instructional practices, we received more than twice the number than could be 
used. Third, all contributors had the final copy of their manuscript to us by the 
day it was due. (Surely this must be a record.) And finally, being a part of this vol- 
ume has been a pleasure because the ideas, advice, and examples that are this book 
will facilitate the intellectual growth and development of our skills as more cul- 
turally aware and sensitive Communication teachers and professionals. 

The volume is organized into two major sections, essays and instructional 
practices for promoting the success of students of color in Communication. With- 
in each, the contributions move from general principles to specific strategies. 
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In Part One, 10 essays provide a scholarly look at pedagogical, curricular, 
and administrative issues. In the first essay, Thomas J. Socha and Kelly Fudge 
Albada argue that the communication environment in academic departments is a 
component critical to the success of students of color. Importandy, they offer 
examples of successful departmental climate-warming activities. Next, Olga Idriss 
Davis, Jacqueline M. Martinez, and Thomas K. Nakayama maintain that students 
of color recognize that traditionally structured and presented Communication 
courses have little relevance to their everyday lives. The authors urge a revision in 
the research and teaching of the discipline that would foreground communication 
as a phenomenon of experience linked to time, place, and circumstance. Cheryl 
D. Gunter is concerned with the formulation of criteria for the successful com- 
pletion of classroom activities. Because students of color can present with distinc- 
tive communication traits, the author urges instructors to develop appropriate 
evaluative criteria for all students. Dorthy L. Pennington focuses on promoting 
the success of African-American students in predominandy white Communica- 
tion departments and asserts that success must be viewed holistically — the whole 
campus environment in which the students of color must operate. Mary E. Triece, 
Patricia S. Hill, Kathleen D. Clark, Yang Lin, and Julia A. Spiker argue for a 
teaching process and a learning environment based on pedagogies of empower- 
ment. These authors discuss teaching philosophies and suggest classroom activi- 
ties and learning communities that contribute to pedagogies of empowerment. 

The next five essays in Part One offer more specific discussions for improv- 
ing selected Communication introductory or gateway courses. In “Reshaping 
Rhetorical Rivers: Climate, Communication, and Coherence in the Basic Speech 
Course,” Mark Lawrence McPhail, Ronald B. Scott, and Kathleen M. German 
discuss the way in which the intellectual and institutional climate of colleges, uni- 
versities, and academic departments affects students of color in basic Communi- 
cation courses. The authors suggest some specific curricular strategies that can 
transform the atmosphere and therefore the outcomes for students in the Public 
Speaking course. Next, Linda G. Seward argues that even though universities tra- 
ditionally study nonwhite, non-male cultures in isolation, the Interpersonal Com- 
munication course, because it focuses on concepts rather than groups, can be 
developed to counter intellectual segregation or omission. Suggestions for creat- 
ing a concept-oriented class are offered. Nanci M. Burk focuses on the basic 
course experience of Native-American students, suggesting storytelling as one 
pedagogical methodology to improve classroom discussions of diverse cultures. 
Victoria O. Orrego, Patricia Kearney, and Timothy G. Plax explain and advocate 
a holistic teaching strategy in the basic Public Speaking course. They discuss the 
ways in which lectures, class activities, and alternate teaching tools can be used in 
diverse classrooms. Finally, Ronald L. Jackson II, Carlos D.J. Morrison, and Cel- 
nisha L. Dangerfield recommend the “cultural contract” paradigm as an approach 
to diversity. They provide strategies for empowering students of color in the basic 



Public Speaking course and argue that the inclusion of cultural diversity in the 
Communication curriculum is a way to retain students of color in the discipline. 

In Part Two, eight instructional practices provide substantive and eclectic 
information for Communication instruction in diverse classrooms in the basic 
courses. As in Part One, the contributions in this section progress from the gen- 
eral to the specific. The first contribution, by Katherine G. Hendrix and Apama 
S. Bulusu, describes a workshop for the preparation of graduate assistants to teach 
in a multicultural classroom. The second, by Dale Cyphert, has as its focus the 
inclusion of cross-linguistic speaking to help students who have English as their 
second language or who have strong dialects. 

The last six instructional practices present specific useful and creative teach- 
ing activities for the diverse classroom. Cynthia Berryman-Fink explains an exer- 
cise that helps students explore their personal prejudices. Heather E. Harris writes 
about an exercise she calls “Learning About ‘Others,’ Learning About Ourselves.” 
The activity presented by Diane M. Monahan involves the use of music in the 
Interpersonal Communication classroom; while Ann Neville Miller’s activity 
advocates the use of group ceremonial speeches in the Public Speaking classroom. 
Theresa Bridges and Tara Lynn Crowell explain a semester-long exercise that 
gives students the opportunity to create personal repertoires of intercultural skills. 
And Roy Schwartzman and Bayo Oludaja provide an activity that promotes stu- 
dent investigation of ethnic, racial, and cultural backgrounds — their own and 
those of other individuals. 

Taken together, the essays present a wealth of innovative ideas available for 
Communication instruction in the basic courses. 
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Notes 

1 . These four courses were selected for primary consideration in the volume because they 
represent the four most popular orientations to the course identified in a series of 
national surveys conducted of the basic Communication course, beginning in 1969 and 
most recendy in 1999 (see Morreale et al. 1999). 

2. This definition and a categorical description of Communication, Journalism, and other 
related fields, Section 09, was developed for the U.S. Department of Education by the 
National Communication Association, in collaboration with the member associations of 
the Council of Communication Associations. 
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Toward Good Global Warming 

Improving the Interracial Communication Climate in 
Departments of Communication 



Thomas J. Socha and Kelly Fudge Albada 



O vert racism might be on the decline, but all facets of the university, especially 
academic departments, face the challenge of creating a welcoming environ- 
ment for students of color. Departments of Communication, in particular, have 
made (or are well-positioned to make) progress in warming chilly racial climates. 
This essay extends previous theoretical work on the problem of the “chilly climate 
for women” (Hall and Sandler 1982, 1984) to the problem of the chilly climate for 
students of color in Communication. First, we review the literature from the dis- 
cipline of Communication Studies and allied fields that have examined the con- 
cept of chilly communication climate. Next, we develop an outline of points to 
consider when assessing a Communication department’s racial communication 
climate (e.g., faculty knowledge-ability, representation in classroom readings, and 
so on). Finally, we highlight examples of successful interracial-climate warming in 
two Communication departments, including students’ assessments of class read- 
ings and textbooks. 

Chilly Communication Climate 

Communication scholars have studied communication climate in the contexts of 
organizations and organizational relationships (Falcione 1974; Fink and Chen 
1995; Follert 1980), departmental and college training programs for graduate stu- 
dents (Andrews 1983), groups (Gibb 1960), and classrooms (Rosenfeld 1983; 
Rosenfeld and Jarrard 1985). This work has generally defined communication 
climate as “the social/psychological context within which relationships occur” 
(Rosenfeld 1983: 167) and has highlighted the importance of developing support- 
ive, welcoming communication environments if successful communication and 
satisfying relationships are to develop. 

According to Fink and Chen (1995), communication climates are multidi- 
mensional and consist of at least three levels: 

Psychological climate is the individual member’s cognitive representation 
of . . . the prevalent values, norms, and expectations in his or her 
organizational environment. . . . Organizational climate is a set of attitudes 
and beliefs that is shared and collectively held by organizational members 
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as a whole. . . . Finally, group climate is the elaboration of organizational 
climate that permits group members to reinterpret the organization [within 
organizational groups], (495) 

Psychological communication climate can be experienced differendy among indi- 
viduals in an organization, and the organizational climate (i.e., shared perceptions) 
could be more or less shared and more or less understood among different groups 
of people in the organization (e.g., management employees, white employees, 
black employees). However, Fink and Chen (1995) found that the more time 
colleagues spent communicating, the greater the convergence between psycho- 
logical climate and organizational climate (i.e., increased similarity between how 
the individual sees the organization and generally shared perceptions of the 
organization). 

Psychological climate and organizational climate can take on positive or 
negative qualities, or in Gibb’s (1960) terms, become “supportive” or “defensive.” 
A communication climate that takes on positive qualities that foster trusting, 
cooperative, and friendly communication would be considered supportive. In con- 
trast, a defensive climate takes on negative qualities that “limit preconceptions 
about appropriate and expected behaviors, abilities, . . . [and] personal goals . . . 
based on [negative] sex roles [or racial stereotypes] rather than on individual inter- 
ests and ability” (Hall and Sandler 1982: 4). 

Both defensive and supportive communication climates can vary in degree 
as well as in level of explicitness or openness. That is, psychological and organiza- 
tional communication climates can vary in degrees of supportiveness-defensive- 
ness (e.g., a “hostile” communication climate is one that is viewed as extremely 
negative/defensive) and be more or less explicitly or openly supportive or defen- 
sive. For example, a defensive communication climate (psychological and organi- 
zational) can be experienced subtly and referred to as “chilly.” A chilly climate is 
characterized by a general and subtle feeling of “unwelcomeness” that people 
experience when interacting in this particular context. That feeling might be 
shared widely and regarded as an aspect of organizational climate as well as be an 
aspect of the psychological climate for particular individuals. 

Previous research on the “chilly” climate has focused primarily on the expe- 
riences of women, but also it has examined the experiences of ethnic minorities in 
organizations. That past work attempted to operationally define qualities of 
defensive and supportive climates. For example, Fink and Chen (1995) adopted a 
Galileo approach that relies on a series of questionnaires that ask about attitudinal 
similarity, belief similarity, and climate-perception similarity, with an eye to exam- 
ining the co-construction of climate. In classrooms, climate has been measured 
using the Communication Climate Questionnaire (Hays 1970) and the Class- 
room Environment Scale (Trickett and Moos 1973). These scales directly (see 
Hays 1970) or indirectly draw on the work of Gibb (1960) and incorporate his 
O 
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defensive-supportive elements of communication climate: openness, descriptive- 
ness, provisionalism, positiveness, and equality. 

Research has found that defensive climates in the classroom develop in var- 
ious ways. For example, a professor’s messages could be perceived as sexist and/or 
as unsupportive (Rosenfeld and Jarrard 1985). Students experiencing a defensive 
communication classroom environment, according to Rosenfeld (1983), might 
respond with “coping mechanisms” to manage their feelings of defensiveness. 
“Active mechanisms” can include verbally resisting a professor’s influences, retal- 
iating against the professor, or forming alliances; “passive coping mechanisms” 
include hiding feelings, not doing what the professor asks, or daydreaming. Sim- 
ilarly, Ellis and Fisher (1994) argued that since a group’s communication climate 
arises from its members’ communication and perceptions of their relationships, 
changing a negative communication climate involves reducing defensiveness in 
the talk, specifically giving people ways to save face, avoiding accusatory and 
intimidating messages, and focusing on common needs and goals. 

Chilly Interracial Classroom Communication Climate 

This discussion of the general qualities of the chilly communication climate also 
applies to interracial communication on campus. According to Hall and Sandler, 
“Minority students frequendy find the general campus climate at predominandy 
white institutions to be the major barrier to intellectual and personal development 
and to the completion of degree work” [emphasis in original] (1984: 1 1). Further, 
minority students who drop out “cite a general academic, social, and cultural cli- 
mate that makes them feel like unwelcome guests, where simply trying to survive 
day-to-day uses up an inordinate amount of energy” (1 1). Hall and Sandler (1984) 
also noted that minority students’ efforts to create supportive environments by 
bonding with other minority students sometimes can be misperceived and 
responded to defensively by the dominant group. 

The interracial communication literature offers examples of chilly interra- 
cial climates encountered by students of color. According to Henderson (1999): 

Daily we witness the negative effects of racial prejudice. It creates inequali- 
ties, exclusions, and an atmosphere of rejection that prevent some groups of 
people from being allowed into mainstream American life. Prejudice is like a 
terrible cancer, engulfing the entire body, mind, and spirit, often defying the 
skills of those who wish to intervene, (xv) 

Cose (1993) adds to this description by commenting on the “perceptual chasm 
separating so many blacks and whites” (13). According to Cose, “the problem is 
not only that we are afraid to talk to one another, it is also that we are disinclined 
to listen. And even when the will to understand is present, often the ability (gained 
through analogous experiences) is not” (13). 
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Given that communication and perceptions of relationships are key loca- 
tions for the creation of chilly interracial climates for students of color, an impor- 
tant context to examine is the classroom. Speaking about the chilly interracial 
communication climate in university classrooms, Henderson (1999) identified 10 
questions that black students ask (consciously or unconsciously) that help assess an 
interracial climate’s temperature. For example, “Is the teacher able to put students 
at ease?” “Is the teacher able to empathize with and show understanding of the 
students and convey positive expectations?” (117-118). Questions such as these 
highlight the aforementioned general aspects of climate. However, a unique ques- 
tion raised by Henderson that points to a dimension not addressed in communi- 
cation climate literature asks, “Is the teacher sincerely committed to teaching 
black students?” (118). This question speaks direcdy to the attitudes of the teacher 
(Cose’s “willingness to listen”) and to the teacher’s ability to communicate genuine 
interest in students of color. That is, in order to build a supportive interracial com- 
munication climate, the ability to convey interest coupled with some sense of cul- 
tural understanding is necessary. Henderson (1999) reinforces this point when he 
proposes that among the many solutions for warming chilly interracial communi- 
cation climates a key element is “personal involvement that emanates from feel- 
ings of outrage at the behaviors of hateful people, from the need to communicate 
grievances, and from the need to get rid of injustices” (182). In short, to commu- 
nicate to all students, “there’s room at the table” (187). 

Beyond showing a genuine interest, faculty must feel comfortable and be 
knowledgeable about the various cultures represented among the students they 
teach. Socha and Beigle (1999) surveyed professors and instructors of Family 
Communication about their knowledge of African-American and African cultures 
and about their levels of comfort in communicating this information to mixed- 
race classes. Results showed low-to-moderate levels of knowledge-ability and low- 
to-moderate levels of apprehension in communicating information about cultures 
other than one’s own to multiethnic classes. Yet, faculty reported a very high 
degree of openness to learning' about African-American and African cultures. 

Socha and Beigle (1999) also found that Family Communication textbooks 
presented a limited cultural picture that reinforced whiteness. Cultural represen- 
tation in texts is an important component of a communication climate. All stu- 
dents should be able to envision themselves in readings and faculty members’ 
examples, as well as in their department’s curricula and extracurricular activities. 

Examples of Good Global Warming 

To move toward warming chilly interracial communication climates in Commu- 
nication courses and departments calls for considering the various factors gleaned 
from the previous discussion of communication climate. In this next section, we 
highlight examples of some of the major elements of warming chilly interracial 
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communication climates that involve faculty, classroom readings, and program- 
matic activities. 

EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 

Introductory Communication classes, such as Communication Theory and Inter- 
personal Communication, are often the venues by which students are first exposed 
to the field, faculty, and department. As in the Family Communication classroom, 
for optimal learning to occur all students should be able to envision themselves in 
the readings, examples, department, and field. The Department of Communica- 
tion and Broadcasting at East Carolina University (ECU) sought to assess the per- 
ceptions and experiences of students of color within an introductory Communi- 
cation Theory course in order to determine the perceived classroom climate. The 
department also asked students of color to provide feedback on several Interper- 
sonal Communication textbooks, as well as to relate their evaluations of and sug- 
gestions for the department and university. The students’ responses were reveal- 
ing of their psychological climates and the group and organizational climates. 

The introductory Communication course is the first course that intend- 
ed Communication majors and minors complete, and it fulfills a social science 
general-education requirement for all students. Some 480 students per year are 
exposed to the Communication department through this course; hence, it con- 
tributes significandy to the perceived climate of the department and typical Com- 
munication classroom. As stated previously, a chilly climate can be created if the 
instructor is perceived to be unsupportive or, more extreme, to be sexist or racist. 
These perceptions are based on the often subde messages sent in classroom inter- 
actions and choice of textbook and instructional examples. 

The textbook employed in the course is one that is adopted at many other 
universities, Griffin’s A First Look at Communication Theory (McGraw-Hill, 2000). 
Though the students in this course are not assigned additional reading, instruc- 
tors supplement the course with lecture material, examples, and video clips. This 
textbook’s content and characteristics were rated by 2 1 students of color in the 
course on a seven-point scale (l=strongly agree, 4=neutral, 7=strongly disagree). 
Their responses follow: 

H Applicable (M=2.8) 

B Friendly (M=2. 9) 

9 Informative about people who are different than I am (M=2 .9) 

US Inclusive of diverse perspectives (M=3.1) 

■ Includes me (M=3.3) 

9 Warm (M=3.4) 

H Appealing (M=3. 5) 

B Includes examples/cases about people who are similar to me (M=3.5) 

m Includes research that is relevant to me (M=3 .5) 

■ Related to my experiences (M=3. 5) 
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0 Includes research that employed people who are similar to me (M=4.0) 

IS Informative about people who are similar to me (M=4.3) 

□ Pictures people who are similar to me (M=4.3) 

On average, the students of color in this course perceived that the textbook had 
something to offer them (e.g., “applicable,” “informative about people who are 
different”) and was not unapproachable or antagonistic (e.g., “friendly”). Most of 
their responses fell in the midrange of the scale (between 3 and 5), suggesting a 
tepid climate. 

Especially interesting to note is that the items that scored higher (i.e., clos- 
er to “strongly agree”) were general characteristics and in many cases not neces- 
sarily even related to diversity per se (e.g., “friendly,” “applicable,” “appealing,” 
“warm”); items related specifically to students of color (i.e., “informative about 
people who are similar,” “pictures people who are similar,” and “includes research 
that employed people who are similar”) received the most-negative assessments. 
Thus, a friendly or even inviting textbook is not necessarily an inclusive one. 

To further determine the importance of textbooks in relation to perceived 
climates, students responded to similar items for three Interpersonal Communi- 
cation textbooks: Verderber and Verderber’s Intel -Act: Using Interpersonal Commu- 
nication Skills (Wadsworth, 1998), Wood’s Interpersonal Communication: Everyday 
Encounters (Wadsworth, 1999), and Devito’s The Interpersonal Communication Book 
(Longman, 2001). It was part of a class assignment to read and review these Inter- 
personal Communication texts. Of these texts, Interpersonal Communication faired 
best in terms of perceived warmth, applicability, inclusiveness, and visual elerhents. 
One student noticed that “diversity is actually integrated, not made to stand out,” 
while another student commented, “I really enjoyed the ‘Communication Notes’ 
and ‘Student Voices’ sections. They provided different perspectives (i.e., diversity 
as well as everyday applications).” However, all three of the Interpersonal Com- 
munication texts scored higher than Griffin’s Communication Theory textbook, per- 
haps due to the wider appeal of the topic of interpersonal communication and the 
narrower focus of such books. That is, Interpersonal Communication textbooks 
present theories and then delve into various applications and contexts of those the- 
ories; Communication Theory textbooks often take broad strokes toward the 
study of communication. At East Carolina University, the Interpersonal Commu- 
nication class is offered in smaller sections than the Communication Theory 
course; thus, class discussion and small-group exercises can be more readily 
employed in the former. As a result, student involvement in that material is 
greater. The students themselves suggested the importance of this classroom 
characteristic: 

□ “[Instructors should] get more student participation, as there are so many 
diverse cultures involved.” 

□ “The professors answer our questions and give us help. [One] should 
express yourself by voicing your opinion.” 
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[3 “[We need] more interactive activities.” 

Students also noticed whether “diversity” stood out or was integrated in the 
textbooks. Most contemporary authors recognize and address cultural diversity to 
some extent in their textbooks, yet they sometimes do so in ways that portray cul- 
tural variations in communication as exceptions to the rule, afterthoughts, or mar- 
ginal. In such textbooks, communication variations due to culture are often high- 
lighted in shaded boxes, placed as case studies at the end of the chapter, queried in 
discussion questions, or summarized in a diversity chapter at the end of the text. 
The students of color detected those techniques and indicated a preference for the 
integration of “cultural diversity” within the textbook. They appreciated the inclu- 
sion of a wide range of minority groups (e.g., people with disabilities), and 
responded positively to textbook features that encouraged interaction or multiple 
perspectives (e.g., “Student Voices” sections). 

Moreover, the students of color noticed the difference in a textbook 
between substantively taking on diversity and superficially taking on diversity. 
That is, including people of color in photographs or using ethnic-sounding names 
in examples is perhaps an initial step toward inclusion, but comparing different 
ethnic or racial groups in terms of the theories and concepts is a much larger step. 
One student of color explained: 

I would love to see more examples of minority cultures represented in rela- 
tion to theories and practical experience. The class text tends to present the 
adult/majority opinion — very sterile. [I] must make inferences to apply to my 
particular situation. The lecture is more representative of the student per- 
spective but is lacking in the minority. . . . [Instructors should] look at per- 
spectives other than the standard; does this theory hold true for all groups of 
people? What are the discrepancies? Include everyone in the analysis so 
there is not a blatant assumption, especially by students who have not expe- 
rienced different cultures. 

Students also suggested “researchers should include more diverse samples” and 
“[statistics] should be broken down by race also, because all information is not 
relevant.” 

If such material is not provided in textbooks, then instructors must supple- 
ment the course to address racial communication variations. Though most Com- 
munication instructors supplement their course reading list, this is not always an 
easy task, for many instructors have not been trained in interracial communication 
or intercultural communication. Or if they do include readings, such as research on 
language use, they might neglect nonverbal communication or small-group inter- 
action. However, as suggested by the students above, one way to circumvent this 
problem is to get the students involved in the material, to be “interactive.” By draw- 
ing students into the discussion or by asking them to bring relevant material into 
class or both, instructors can overcome their limitations in training while improv- 
ing the experience for all students in the classroom. Although the students of color 
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did not always agree on the solution, they provided additional suggestions for 
improving their experiences in the Communication classroom: 

■ “[Instructors] should talk about cultural differences more. . . . Not 
really all cultures, but just black and white because that’s the most ‘hot’ 
topic. Explain what makes us so different as far as how we 
communicate.” 

H “When students/faculty/staff think of minorities, they always think of 
African Americans . . . maybe when [they] talk about culture, [they 
should] be more specific instead of so general.” 

■ “Use examples. Ask questions inclusive of communication in non- 
European, American, or East Asian cultures.” 

m “Our lectures as well as examples have opened my eyes to different cul- 
tures and have also helped me to relate to my own. I think asking for 
special treatment would go against everything that we have been work- 
ing towards; however, I think we should be included in some 
examples other than being shown in stereotypical roles.” 

H “I like the fact that my professor shows minority (positive) clips for 
examples as well as others.” 

H “Use more media directed towards people of color.” 

H “Classes could include more cultural opportunities in our projects.” 

H “I would like to know more about people of color who have made great 
accomplishments in the area of communication.” 

H “I feel the Communication and Broadcasting department should 

express more openly that these areas of education are not only for peo- 
ple of light skin shades. ... In the beginning of each semester, express 
to the class that Communication is a very diverse field.” 

As suggested in the communication climate literature, students of color are look- 
ing for demonstrated commitment and personal involvement from their faculty, 
and this commitment and involvement comes through in our textbook selection, 
pedagogical tools, and classroom interaction. However, the students also pointed 
to issues outside of the classroom when assessing its intercultural climate. Specif- 
ically, they were also assessing the intercultural communication climate of the 
department. 

In the organizational literature, Morrison and Von Glinow (1990) delineat- 
ed three phases of workplace development in terms of cultural diversity. First- 
order affirmative action organizations are in compliance with the legally mandat- 
ed racial diversity requirements only. Second-order affirmative action organiza- 
tions are in compliance with legal mandates as well, but they focus more on sup- 
porting and retaining people of color. Multicultural organizations go further in 
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this pursuit and recognize that racial, gender, or cultural diversity is an asset to an 
organization. Cox (1991) argued that a multicultural organization is characterized 
by full structural and informal integration of ethnic minorities, absence of preju- 
dice and discrimination, low levels of intergroup conflict, and a pluralistic form of 
acculturation; that is, that “both minority and majority culture members adopt 
some norms of the other group”(35). The students of color in the Communica- 
tion Theory course raised issues that approximate the concepts of structural and 
informal integration and pluralistic forms of acculturation. 

For instance, students recognized problems with structural integration at 
the university and departmental levels: 

■ “Nothing can be done because the school is not that diverse.” 

■ “[The university should] have professors and/or administrators of color 
present in abundance on campus.” 

H “As a student of color, I am often discouraged at the number of [African 
Americans] that are in my classes. In some cases, I am the only black 
person in the entire class! [It] often makes me feel uncomfortable. Also, 
why is there only one African-American Communication teacher?” 

An East Carolina University report on diversity, released in March 2000 by 
the Office of Research, Assessment and Testing, depicted an environment in 
which students of color were less satisfied socially and academically and possessed 
lower feelings of belonging than did white students. It seemed likely that contrh 
butdons to their dissatisfaction were their experiences with prejudice and discrim- 
ination. According to the report, 38 percent of African-American students and 58 
percent of white students reported hearing peers make racially offensive remarks 
at some point. Among all students, 16 percent reported hearing racially offensive 
remarks by faculty, staff, or administrators once or twice; 6 percent reported hear- 
ing such remarks three or more times. More than 40 percent of African-Ameri- 
can students said that they felt discriminated against at the university, and 73 per- 
cent of them were likely to perceive race as the reason behind the discrimination. 
Although most students (85 percent) were reasonably comfortable befriending an 
“other,” they were less comfortable dating outside of their race (31 percent). 
Moreover, 60 percent of the African-American students and 40 percent of the 
white students characterized their interracial friendships as superficial. 

It is, perhaps, not surprising then that both the department and university 
were given an average performance ranking in addressing cultural diversity, and a 
lukewarm-to-warm climate assessment by the students of color surveyed for that 
project. Notwithstanding, the students noticed the university’s recent efforts to 
improve the climate on campus. Said one student, “Many forums on campus host- 
ed by minority groups and the university have been excellent. The Coffee in the 
Kitchen project is extremely beneficial to all students. I also enjoy presentations 
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by the cultural awareness committee of the student union.” This student was 
referring to the Chancellor’s Initiative on Race — a year-long, collaborative effort 
that resulted in art, music, literature, speakers, and roundtable discussions and 
included faculty, staff, students, and community members. The activities afforded 
many opportunities for faculty to increase their knowledge and training and to 
demonstrate their commitment and involvement. 

High-profile speakers offered training opportunities for faculty and stu- 
dents. For instance, ECU was visited by John Marshall, first African-American 
director of the U.S. Marshals Service; Jane Elliott, a nationally known speaker on 
prejudice; Dr. Bertie Berry, stand-up comic and expert on diversity; Dr. Mary 
Frances Berry, chair of the U.S. Civil Rights Commission and professor of Amer- 
ican social thought at University of Pennsylvania; and Dr. Christopher Edley, sen- 
ior adviser to President Clinton on race and a Harvard law professor. And “Diver- 
sity \es!” was a series of brochures by the ECU Office of Equal Employment and 
Opportunity and the Department of Human Resources, with specific aims to 
increase faculty and staff knowledge on diversity. 

Arts, culture, and holiday celebrations offered additional opportunities for 
faculty and students to get involved. Included were a performance by the Thespi- 
ans of Diversity, a Pow Wow, a showcase of a gospel choir, a jazz concert honor- 
ing Duke Ellington, and a multicultural holiday celebration. Other awareness 
events dealt with “Living With the ‘Other’” (adjusting to campus living), AIDS, 
sexual assault, Latino heritage, intercultural student leadership and peer mentor- 
ing, and racial profiling in the media. Future projects include the Internet Diver- 
sity Experience, a health initiative, and outreach efforts to local schools and other 
agencies. Finally, the three-phase “Coffee in the Kitchen” project recruited stu- 
dents, faculty, staff, and community members for focus groups and training on his- 
torical and present-day race-related issues. 

The aforementioned events reinforce the notion of a systemic effort within 
an organization to become multicultural, as suggested in the organizational liter- 
ature. We, as Communication professors and departments, are well-positioned to 
become involved in such efforts, and can improve the experience of students of 
color by doing so. Faculty involvement in these events can broaden faculty knowl- 
edge and training, which can inform their teaching. Encouraging student partici- 
pation supplements course content and represents more active learning. Overall 
curriculum in Communication classrooms can be greatly enhanced by building 
such events into student assignments. For instance, students could help to create 
publications for the events, write for magazines or campus newspapers, critique 
the speakers, conduct their own research on race, or take on a race-related issue 
in a campus communication campaign. Assignments might ask students to reflect 
upon communication within their own culture or to learn about communication 
in another culture through community outreach projects or interpersonal 
O interactions. 
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Communication faculty can further demonstrate their commitment to these 
issues by becoming personally involved in campus events as participants, planners, 
and critics. For instance, Interpersonal Communication scholars can help students 
discuss “superficial” interracial relationships; Media scholars could take on stereo- 
typical images in the news or entertainment programming. Other strategies might 
include inviting Communication experts on race or diversity to campus or class, 
as guest lecturers or to team-teach classes. 

Finally, for climate warming to take place, the efforts must be backed fully 
by “management.” Thus, departmental policies, course offerings, and faculty 
recruitment efforts must support efforts by individual faculty members. In the 
Department of Communication and Broadcasting, for instance, we have adopted 
a language discrimination policy that simply states that we support the use of 
inclusive language by faculty and students in our classrooms. However, as seen in 
the students’ comments, we must continue to improve our efforts if we are to 
warm the climate and develop into a multicultural organization. 

OLD DOMINION UNIVERSITY 

Old Dominion University (considered Virginia’s international university) under- 
takes various formal and informal efforts to create warm, welcoming communica- 
tion climates for all students. Similar to ECU, Old Dominion University (ODU) 
offers many programs for students and faculty targeted toward the goal of creat- 
ing a learning environment that not only is welcoming but also values and cele*- 
brates diversity. (Some of these efforts can be viewed on the University’s website 
at http://web.odu.edu/commthea.) For example, the Department of Communica- 
tion and Theatre Arts runs an annual University-wide film festival that has been 
focusing on diversity in film and television. All faculty are supported to travel and 
study abroad. 1 Faculty can apply for funds to receive specific training in intercul- 
tural communication at places such as the Summer Institute for Intercultural 
Communication, in Portland, Oregon. Faculty can also apply for monies from the 
College of Arts and Letters to work on internationalizing their courses. 

Among ODU’s efforts are two successful activities unique to its Department 
of Communication. The initiatives might not immediately seem important tools 
for establishing warm, welcoming intercultural climates, but over time they have 
proven to be vital. First, the department supports an Undergraduate Teaching 
Assistant (UTA) program, in which undergraduates are provided coursework and 
experience in university teaching (see Socha 1998). Over the years, African- 
American undergraduates have been strongly encouraged to participate in the 
program (and many have). These teaching assistants become visible role models 
for all students, but for African-American students in particular, UTAs are visions 
of success. These best and brightest students have gone on to graduate school, and 



some now occupy faculty positions at universities. 

The other subtle but significant example is the effort taken in the depart- 
ment to help all Communication majors discover their personal intellectual inter- 
ests in the discipline of Communication Studies through multiple courses in 
Communication Research Methods. Students in undergraduate Communication 
Research Methods courses are encouraged to explore their own ideas by propos- 
ing and undertaking original research studies. Over the years, students of color in 
these methods courses invariably have chosen to explore racism, prejudice, and 
other communication issues of societal and personal significance. The import of 
these research projects stretches well beyond the sequence of courses. 

For example, one Old Dominion University alum from Malaysia later went 
on to examine intercultural embarrassment in her M.A. thesis (see Ganesan 1998) 
and is pursuing a Ph.D. in Communication focusing on culture. An African-Amer- 
ican alum, who recently earned a Ph.D. in Higher Education, returned to share 
with the Communication faculty his first published article on the relationship 
between black urban communities and universities (see Rowley 2000). The depart- 
ment is proud to have had a hand in Professor Ganesan ’s and Professor Rowley’s 
development. ( 

These concrete, but often invisible examples of making room at the table for 
a wide range of people and ideas are among the hallmarks of a welcoming commu- 
nication environment that fosters genuine dialogue among diverse human beings. 

Conclusion 

It is clear that feeling welcomed, included, and genuinely respected goes a long 
way toward bridging the gaps of cultural diversity. This essay has emphasized that 
the communication climate is a subtle but potent factor in the success of all stu- 
dents, but particularly students of color. Faculty who show interest in ethnic cul- 
ture, read beyond the boundaries of their own culture of origin and make certain 
that their students do so as well, and most important communicate their interest 
and understanding can serve as empowering forces for students of color. 

Note 

1. One of us (Socha) was supported, in part, through the ODU Office of International 
Programs and his University Professor Award funds to travel to South Africa with a dele- 
gation of faculty from the National Communication Association. This experience was 
incredibly valuable in helping to bridge the knowledge gap between American and South 
African Communication Studies faculty. 
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Coloring the Communication 
Experience 

Using Personal Narratives to (Re)define Success of 
Students of Color in Communication 



Olga Idriss Davis, Jacqueline M. Martinez, and Thomas K. Nakayama 



A s authors, we bring different backgrounds and experiences together for our 
work on this essay. As an African American, a Mexican American, and an 
Asian American who teach and conduct research in performance studies, inter- 
cultural communication, and rhetoric, respectively, we bring an array of differ- 
ences together in our professional lives at Arizona State University. Despite these 
many differences, however, we have come to recognize certain common circum- 
stances within the Communication discipline generally that we think discourage 
students of color from continuing in Communication courses. In this essay we 
shall explore these circumstances and offer suggestions to remedy them, specifi- 
cally focusing on the advantages of using personal narratives as pedagogy. Our 
objective is to help create a curricular and attitudinal context that can address the 
concerns and needs of students of color. Moreover, we shall argue that by creat- 
ing such a context we improve the curriculum and discipline of Communication 
itself. 

There are several ways in which the Communication curriculum tends to 
exclude the experiences and concerns of students of color. One of the most seri- 
ous problems is its tendency to reduce “communication” to mean information 
located within a narrow context of the presumed norms of American culture, 
which is white. Moreover, few Communication courses take seriously the student’s 
experiential knowledge of communication, community, and culture — a differ- 
ence that is particularly relevant for students of color. In Public Speaking classes, 
for example, the general presumption is that students shall learn to speak within a 
frame that values certain kinds of knowledge to the exclusion of others. What 
counts as evidence, what constitutes arguments and effective organization are all 
culturally specific to a white cultural logic. With these presumptions in place, 
communication itself is reduced to a tool that is disconnected from the particular 
cultural norms lived and experienced by students of color but not by white stu- 
dents. Hence, white students more easily accept and identify with the frames pre- 
sented in the Public Speaking course than do students of color. 
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A more radical approach would foreground that students already speak in a 
variety of public and private contexts and have specific cultural and experiential 
knowledge about effective communication within those contexts. Rather than 
impose a narrow and limited standard of “effective” communication, such an 
approach would examine the knowledge and understanding that students already 
possess in their home communities and cultures. This would shift the context 
from a presumed standard of public oratory to the fact of public and private speak- 
ing as it is already present in students’ lives. 

A similar situation exists in Intercultural Communication classes, where the 
emphasis is on the correct imitation of the daily habits of communication within 
a given culture. The presumption here is that successful intercultural communi- 
cation is accomplished by learning the dominant norms of communication behav- 
ior of a given culture so as to be able to imitate them in actual interaction with per- 
sons from that culture. A more radical approach to intercultural communication 
would foreground that every person is in-cultiired; and rather than teach a ready 
set of culturally specific communication behaviors, it would examine the ways in 
which their own cultures are already present in students’ communication behav- 
iors. With dais approach to Intercultural Communication, students must examine 
the ways in which their own conscious experience is itself already driven by cul- 
ture. To our predominandy white American students, such an approach is shock- 
ing, because American culture is individualistic and conceives of persons as 
autonomous. American (white) culture itself would have us believe that we are not 
in-cultured. Recognizing how everyone is in-cultured creates a much better foun- 
dation for understanding across cultures. 

The communication experience in many of our university courses is based 
on the perspective of Western logic and white American standards of normative 
human communication behavior. Such perspectives, whether intentional or not, 
negate the historical and lived experiences of students of color. One way of color- 
ing the communication experience is to use personal narratives so as to fore- 
ground the experiential knowledge that students of color and others outside of the 
white mainstream bring to their classroom study. Coloring the experience of com- 
munication challenges the dominant notions and assumptions about why students 
of color fail to participate successfully and achieve as Communication majors, and 
instead highlights the ways that the Communication curriculum has failed stu- 
dents of color. We argue that by coloring the communication experience, our gate- 
way courses become a context of shared experience that embellishes, enhances, 
and enriches for all students the Communication major’s success. In so doing, the 
gateway courses, irrespective of their titles, are transformed in ways that redefine 
the Communication classroom as a safe space for interrogating cultural norms and 
therefore also transforming fives. 
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Engaging Students of Color and 
Transforming Communication 

Central to recruiting and retaining students of color in our gateway courses are 
the notions of engagement and transformation. By engagement, we mean creating a 
curriculum that teaches theory by talking from community. The historical, as well 
as contemporary, meaning of belonging to a community has tremendous signifi- 
cance for members of marginalized communities. Students of color are no excep- 
tion. Communities are places of safety, but also rich sources of vernacular knowl- 
edge that give life to cultural identities. In our experiences with white students, 
community has little meaning to them. They prefer to stress the importance of 
individuality and autonomy. The discipline of Communication Studies has not 
been able to reflect these profound differences in the ways that people see them- 
selves in relation to communities. Our relationships with communities form an 
inherent part of the complex relationships between culture and communication. 
The predominant norms of mainstream (white) American culture create an ori- 
entation away from recognizing this key aspect of communication particularly as 
it is lived in the lives of students of color. 

By transformation, we refer to the ways in which narrative discourse can be 
a liberating, consciousness-raising experience of locating self in the meaning- 
making process of being in the world, and conversely of recognizing culture’s 
meaning-making influence upon us. Because the histories of many cultural groups 
are not taught as part of the national story — “The History” of the United States 
as opposed to the histones - of the United States — learning to open space for these 
muted narratives is central to a different consciousness and understanding about 
the world. Black feminist scholar Barbara Christian explains the role of personal 
narrative as epistemological in cultural experiences of the other: “People of color 
have always theorized — but in forms quite different from the Western form of 
abstract logic. . . . Our theorizing ... is often in narrative forms, in the stories we 
create ... in dynamic rather than fixed ideas” (1989: 336). 

One of the major reasons that students of color seldom become Communi- 
cation majors is because they see communication theory as not being rooted in the 
cultural practices of their everyday lives. Other Communication scholars such as 
Lawrence Grossberg (1997), in his book Bringing It All Back Home, see the oper- 
ations of hegemony in our discipline, and reveal the ways in which Communica- 
tion Studies operates as a master narrative. The lived experiences of students of 
color are often obfuscated in Communication courses, because their narratives are 
unheard and they are seen as inarticulate in critically expressing the happenings of 
their world. Contrary to that notion is the challenge of finding ways to create 
identification with and among our students of color while deconstructing the 
practice of hegemonic curricula. Through personal or experiential knowledge, 
students of color are engaged in talking about community and the identities and 



Davis, Martinez, and Nakayama 27 



self-understandings they generate. This sort of engagement becomes the training 
ground, if you will, for personal and social transformation. A liberatory pedagogy 
in Communication courses can offer ways in which students deal with ethical con- 
cerns grounded in an epistemology that provides a practical process for change 
including experience, reflection, judgment, and action (James 1993). 

Performance and Context in the 
Communication Experience of Students of Color 

The notion of the classroom as a safe space for redefining success of students of 
color is a vital concept to consider. “Safe space,” a term used by black feminist 
scholar Patricia Hill Collins (1991), refers to the space of liberatory struggle, 
which values marginalized social realities. This liberatory space opens the possi- 
bility for negotiating life performances and everyday social practices. The Com- 
munication classroom can be such a space for success of students of color by offer- 
ing a context for invention, discovery, knowledge, and meaning-making in the cul- 
tural discourse of everyday life. The classroom offers a dynamic site of reflexivity 
between context and power relations in personal narrative. 

As several critical educators and black feminist scholars argue, the critical 
classroom provides interesting ways to rethink issues of identity and subject for- 
mation (Freire 1996; hooks 1990; James 1993; McLaren 1994). Ogbu (1999) and 
others suggest that a critical pedagogy in which the classroom transforms the dis- 
cursive and institutional formations that reproduce white, patriarchal, and Anglo 
supremacy is a classroom in which students are engaged in creating a culture of 
change. Creating a culture of change requires a recognition of the ways in which 
we are in-cultured and how we therefore perpetuate culture in our communica- 
tion practices. Once we recognize how we perpetuate culture in our own com- 
munication practices, we then have the capacity to alter the terms in which we 
perpetuate culture and our location within it. 

Change refers to challenging traditional humanism, or the master narrative, 
which embraces only the cultural values of white, Western, male hegemony — a 
culture wherein the teacher is the omniscient, rather than the catalyst, for the 
exchange of meaning-making among students and teacher. Effective change that 
promotes success of students of color comes from students on the margins who 
resist the master narrative with rhetorical and performative strategies other than 
the master’s tools (Lorde 1984) found under the rubric of argumentation, 
empiricism-positivism, and so on. In order for students to see a difference in our 
discipline, they must first see a discipline that reflects their culture, experience, and 
activism for change. The Communication classroom that engages in performative 
strategies of resistance holds academic authority accountable when the cultures of 
students of color are ignored. Thus, a redefinition of the classroom and of the 
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objective of Communication curriculum encourages a new vision for gateway 
courses to embrace students of color. 

Personal Narrative as a Construct for 
Success of Students of Color 

It is no revelation that personal narrative is a viable methodological tool for the 
study of communication (Langellier 1989; Peterson and Langellier 1997). 
According to Carilli (1998), “personal narrative has the potential to transcend all 
quantitative and qualitative research methods, and stand alone, giving epistemo- 
logical information and insight into the communication process” (232). While tra- 
ditional scholars might argue against the efficacy of personal narrative, it is essen- 
tial to embrace its value for the success of students of color. As explained by 
Hantzis (1995), the personal narrative calls into question the relationship between 
identity and experience. Grossberg (1997) argues for a more experientially based 
paradigm within which to analyze the ordinary and extraordinary ways people use, 
challenge, and interact with culture in their daily lives. The dialectical tension 
between the personal narrative of lived experience and the master narrative of the 
discipline establishes a relationship of oppression, because the master narrative 
delegitimates the lived experiences of people of color. It simultaneously creates 
resistance, because students of color recognize (even preconsciously) that there is 
no space for their own experiences and cultures to be recognized, much less uti- 
lized as a pedagogical resource. 

Through the performance of narrating lived experience, knowledge 
becomes a sharing of understanding rather than an expression of ego involvement 
(Carilli 1998). The personal narrative is liberating discourse — offering students 
of color a space to write their voices into existence, to own the marginalized, con- 
tested spaces of race, class, gender, ethnicity, or sexuality. Narrative as a liberating 
and transformative text provides the context of ownership that students of color 
need in order to feel connected to our discipline. 

Experiential Knowledge as Pedagogy 

Personal narratives are gaining more recognition as important communicative 
modes for research and teaching. Yet, many teachers shy away from featuring per- 
sonal narratives as a primary mode of classroom work because of the difficulty of 
evaluating personal narrative writing. As teachers, it is obviously inappropriate for 
us to evaluate the content of a student’s experience. Some students will have had 
life experiences that give them greater insight about their own personal, social, 
and cultural lives. Others will not. Some students will have a more natural literary 
style that is well suited to personal narrative work. Others will not. As teachers, we 

will necessarily relate better to the experiences of some students over others. None 
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of these differences is a legitimate basis for evaluating the personal narrative pro- 
duced by students in our classes. 

Still another set of problems exists with personal narrative writing and per- 
forming as a pedagogical tool: the tendency to think that “because I experienced 
it this way, it is true.” If we allow such a notion to remain present in our classroom 
work, we will create a context in which students are fighting for the accuracy and 
validity of their lived experiences. 

Despite these very serious problems, we advocate the use of personal narra- 
tives as a tool for foregrounding experiential knowledge in the Communication 
classroom. If we approach communication as something that is embodied and in- 
cultured, then we can shift our taken-for-granted notion that personal narratives 
are a unique self-expression and instead accept the idea that what students actual- 
ly come to experience is itself a manifestation of their particular location in a cul- 
tural, social, and historical time and place. The “truth” of each student’s narrative 
is thus not a competing reality with others’ but one that begs the questions “How 
did I get here?” “How did I come to say and experience this?” Rather than simply 
assign personal causes and effects to their experiences, we can investigate the very 
cultural, social, and historical terrain in which certain experiences have come to be 
what they are. 

The writing of personal narratives themselves requires that students engage 
in a process of sharing their self-understanding. In that process, teachers encour- 
aged students to lessen the investment of their egos in the actual narrative they 
produce and instead explore their community-based commonalities that validate 
their individual realities and shared social locations. In addition, students can be 
encouraged to explore a number of different accounts of their experiences. By 
rewriting one another’s narratives, students explore the other cultural influences 
that the authors themselves might miss. 

Liberatory Pedagogy in Practice 

One example of this notion of liberatory pedagogy is demonstrated in a Perfor- 
mance Studies course at Arizona State University taught by one of us (Davis) that 
explores the performative nature of black female slave narratives. The notion of 
engagement created space for discussing the historical and contemporary contri- 
butions of black women’s liberation struggles. Readings about the 19-century life 
of black women stimulated and challenged students to expand their experiential 
base. Reflections were expressed in journals, through essay papers, on field trips to 
museums exhibiting historical images of black women, and in small-group work 
where insights were shared. Considering dominant discursive structures and 
norms of the period, students wrote personal narratives from the perspective of 
personae in the pre-emancipatory period of American history. The critical writ- 
ing of personal narrative experience was a way to inform, challenge, and resist the 
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nexus of racist-(hetero)sexist-classist ideology of contemporary American thought 
and action to which the students had become victims or perpetrators or both. 
Through performance they learned about the self as a communication activist for 
change and educated audience member — experimenting with creating ways to 
redefine worlds, freedom, and liberation struggles of not only the 19th century but 
also, more important for their world, the 2 1st century. 

Finally, ethical action came about by judging master narratives enculturated 
within institutionalized constructs of power and control. Students of color as 
well as white students located themselves in the continuum of history through the 
meaning of personal narrative. Transformation occurred as students re- 
encountered themselves, not as Communication majors and minors merely enrolled 
in a course, but as historically situated selves engaging and interacting in human 
experience in which they entered into the social reality of racism, (hetero)sexism, 
and classism. As a result, performance through personal narrative offered a space 
for each student to interrogate his or her social, cultural, and ethical responsibili- 
ties within the context of social relations of power while critically assessing the 
dialectic of social justice. It is our contention that the practice of personal narra- 
tive in Communication’s gateway courses can offer a way to engage and transform 
students of color. By making space for self-reflection, for thinking and organizing 
to resist oppression, and for demonstrating communication as a pedagogy for self- 
development, we encourage students of color to become majors based on inclu- 
sive ethics and an active commitment to community liberation. 

What’s at Stake for Students of Color and for the 
Communication Discipline? 

The history of Communication is not one that reflects sustained interrogation and 
understanding of how disempowered and marginalized cultural groups might 
speak and be heard. The strategic selection of the “roots” of rhetoric in ancient 
Greece reinforces a focus on dominant groups and domination. Plato and Aristo- 
de, for example, came from privileged classes and did not reflect upon how “oth- 
ers” might engage rhetoric. The study of public speaking through the 19th and 
much of the 20th century continued to focus on the ways that white men might 
speak. It is only very recendy that we as a discipline have turned sustained atten- 
tion to the communication experiences of white women and, subsequendy, even 
less attention to experiences of people of color. 

The contemporary Communication curriculum needs to turn its attention 
more seriously to the realities of living in an increasingly multicultural society and 
global community. At the heart of this communication problematic is the question 
of how we might listen to others with very different cultural experiences and real- 
ities. Very litde research has been done on how white people, for example, listen 
to people of color. Donald Rubin’s (1998) studies on how white students hear 
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accents from instructors with Asian features are only the beginning of the kind of 
exploration that we need to understand the ways that whites invoke communica- 
tion strategies to dismiss the voices of others. Marsha Houston’s (1997) work on 
white women and black women opens up important discussions about differences 
in communication styles that thwart understanding. Both authors reveal ways in 
which the normative (white) conditions of communication preclude genuine 
understanding across cultural differences. 

While we advocate for the use of personal narratives in the Communication 
curriculum, we also recognize that not everyone will listen to the voices of others. 
This is the central quandary of communication in a multicultural society. Yet, per- 
sonal narratives offer a significant first step in helping us to begin understanding 
the role that communication might play, as well as the problems to be confront- 
ed, in the bridging of cultural differences. So long as the Communication cur- 
riculum focuses on the assumption that our study is race-blind, we reinforce an 
assumption that communicators are white. Whether in interpersonal interaction 
or the public-speaking context, we make a serious error if we continue to ignore 
the reality of cultural diversity. Not only do we underprepare our white students 
for life in the 2 1st century, but we communicate to our students of color that 
Communication Studies is not for them. 

Students of color must see that a Communication major offers liberatory 
strategies for creating identity and performing change. It is imperative that they 
see the study of human communication as a way to talk to and teach one another 
about the different social lives and cultural experiences each of us brings to our 
interactions. In this way, the discipline is advocating something much like what 
Maria Lugones describes as “world”-traveling. As she puts it, 

affirm this practice as skillful, creative, rich, enriching, and, given certain cir- 
cumstances, as a loving way of being and living. I recognize that much of 
our traveling is done unwillfully to hostile white/Anglo ‘worlds.’ . . . Racism 
has a vested interest in obscuring and devaluing the complex skills involved 
in it. (1989: 275) 

We all have to start traveling across cultural worlds. The Communication cur- 
riculum is one place where we should begin. 
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Difference Is Not Disorder 

Diagnosis in the Basic Communication Course 



Cheiyl D. Gunter 



A mong their responsibilities, instructors of Basic Communication courses (for 
my purposes, those in which students learn to research, outline, write, deliv- 
er, critique, and analyze the audience for various forms of public presentations) 
must formulate evaluation criteria for a diverse assortment of learning tasks. That 
formulation of what constitutes successful completion should be grounded in a 
consideration of students’ presenting communication patterns. Some students will 
present with what the Communication Disorders discipline considers “standard” 
dialects; some with what are considered “nonstandard” dialects (1 communication dif- 
ferences). Still other students will present with communication patterns inconsis- 
tent with either standard or nonstandard dialectal variations — that is, communi- 
cation disorders. Any time a student communicates in a manner different from the 
“cultural standard,” the instructor’s first task is to discern whether that student’s 
communication pattern is a difference or a disorder. The next task is to formulate an 
appropriate response to that pattern in evaluation of student work, by imple- 
menting procedures and criteria that accept variations in communication pattern 
within the parameters of excellence. 

Obviously, not all students who present with communication differences or 
disorders will be students of color; and not all students of color will present with 
a difference or disorder. But some likely will. It is for the benefit of those students 
that I offer below ideas for differentiating between communication differences and 
disorders , then discuss some issues that arise related to appropriate evaluation of 
student performance. The essay’s discussion is organized on three key questions: 
What is the communication status of the student? How could the presence of a 
communication difference affect the performance of that student in the Basic 
Communication course? and What model of evaluation of student performance 
is now in place in the Basic Communication course? 

1. What Is the Student’s Communication Status? 

As an initial step, the instructor of a Basic Communication course should be able 
to compare and contrast the central traits of the variations of communication with 
which students of color might present: standard American dialect, nonstandard 
American dialect (communication difference), and communication disorder. 
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DIALECT 

Each person who learns a language, such as American English, learns a particular 
variation of rules of that language, referred to as a dialect (Owens 1992). Some per- 
sons with dialects have learned just the one language, the rules of which have been 
influenced by particular social, personal, and residential factors. This describes the 
dialects spoken by students for whom English is a first language. Some persons 
with dialects have learned more than one language, and to the influences on their 
first language have been added influence(s) of the second (or more) language(s); 
this would describe the English dialect of a normative student. Students of color 
could present with dialects of either variation, depending on their individual fife 
circumstances. 

Linguistic and Paralinguistic Aspects. A person’s dialect influences mul- 
tiple linguistic aspects of communication. An accent is the influence of a dialect on 
the production of speech sounds. But an accent is just one example. Another 
aspect is topic choice-, that is, different dialects can vary in their parameters for which 
topics are appropriate for discussion in particular contexts and with particular con- 
versational partners. A dialect can also influence word choice-, for instance, students 
with different dialects could refer to the same item, person, or incident using an 
assortment of different terms. Sentence construction can vary among dialects, in 
terms of the order of modifiers and referents. A dialect also can influence narra- 
tive production-, that is, a preference for topical order versus temporal order, and the 
emphasizing of various aspects of the narrative to the relative exclusion of others. 
And, of course, a dialect can influence social interactions, affecting the directness of 
comments and the distribution of conversational turns. 

A dialect also can influence paralinguistic aspects of communication. 
Dialects vary in their rate of speech, duration of words, intonation of voice, stress of words, 
and other temporal parameters of communication. 

Nonlinguistic Aspects. A dialect influences nonlinguistic aspects of com- 
munication too. One area of influence is kin e sics-, that is, body movements and 
facial positions of students with particular dialects could reflect their preference 
for a particular level of exuberance or expression. Another is proxemics, or the inti- 
mate, personal, and social distances students maintain as reflections of their values 
toward relative status and relationships. And chronemics, or attitudes toward time. 
Even the decor and other visible structures that students impose on their imme- 
diate environments can reflect dialectal influences. 

STANDARD AND NONSTANDARD DIALECTS 

Instructors also should differentiate between standard and nonstandard dialects of a 
language. Within American English specifically, particular variations of the lan- 
guage have been designated as “standard” dialects. The genesis of such standard 
dialects, as Hegde (1991) notes, can be as the version of language of the people 
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who live in prestigious geographical areas, the people of a particular race, the peo- 
ple of a particular educational level, the people of wealth, the people in power, or 
even the most people — or some combination of these and additional factors. 
These “standard” dialects have been presented in textbooks as the formal or ideal 
variations of a language. Other variations of the language have been designated as 
“nonstandard” (also known as vemaculai’) dialects. 

Among native speakers of English, there are dialects based on social factors 
(such as economic level) and personal factors (such as educational level), as well as 
those based on residential factors. Some well-known dialects are midwestem, south- 
western, southeastern, and northeastern (based on broad areas) and Boston, Appalachi- 
an, New York, and Bayou (based on more localized areas). Then, among speakers 
of English as a second language, there are the numerous dialects that result from 
the influences on English of various African, Latino, Asian, and European first 
languages. 

COMMUNICATION DIFFERENCES 

As instructors become more familiar with the patterns of particular standard and 
nonstandard dialects, they should reflect on the interpretation imposed on the 
presence of such patterns. During the describing and differentiating of various 
dialects, some authors have equated “nonstandard” with “^standard” and 
admonished instructors to view nonstandard dialects as conditions to be correct- 
ed (Warren-Leubecker and Bohannon 1985); that view remains prevalent in some 

* 

circles. But in others, the discussion of dialects has evolved, resulting in a recon- 
sideration of “nonstandard” dialects as communication differences. That is, students 
who present with nonstandard dialects are viewed as possessing language patterns 
that fall within the parameters of normal communication. For example, Edwards 
(1991) asserts that a “deficit” view of nonstandard language is incorrect, and that 
diverse variations of a language that have developed within language communities 
all can be considered accurate and capable of expression of communication func- 
tions. To reject this “deficit” view is crucial in our quest to provide the best possi- 
ble conditions for success for students of color. 

To the degree that America’s increasing diversity is reflected in college 
enrollments, instructors of the Basic Communication course can expect to 
encounter increasing numbers of students who present with communication dif- 
ferences. According to the 1990 United States Census, the native-born population 
is some 12 percent African-American, 8 percent Latino-American, 3 percent 
Asian-American, and 1 percent Native-American (some of whom likely speak in 
dialects considered “nonstandard”); an additional 20 million persons are not native 
bom (and likely learned English as a second language). Overall, some 14 percent 
of the population has a dominant language other than English. 

Instructors would be well-advised to become familiar with the central traits 
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of the dialects of both native and nonnative speakers of English. Increasing num- 
bers of publications exist documenting the distinctive traits of particular dialects. 
Hulit and Howard (1997) and McLaughlin (1998) provide clear and concise 
overviews of the central traits of common dialects of native speakers of English. 
Descriptions of Spanish-influenced English are available from Kayser (1995) and 
Taylor (1986). Other authors describe particular variations; for instance, Penalosa 
(1995) summarizes the traits of Chicano English, and Wolfram (1995) the traits of 
Puerto Rican English. For Asian-influenced dialects, Cheng (1987, 1995) discuss- 
es Chinese English; Takada and Hanahan (1995) discuss Japanese English; and 
Hoi and Bich (1995) Vietnamese English. At the same time, however, instructors 
should remember that common features of communication cross over dialectal 
boundaries, and that within particular dialects students can present diverse inter- 
actional patterns. The point is that instructors should interpret all overviews of 
dialectal traits as general but not as stereotypical descriptions. 

COMMUNICATION DISORDERS 

To this point, I have addressed variations on normal communication (communica- 
tion differences). In contrast, the skills of students with communication disorders do 
not fall within the parameters of normal communication. That is, the variations in 
such students’ communication cannot be accounted for by the presence of a par- 
ticular dialect. In general, students with communication disorders share one or 
more of the following traits: (1) communication that results from or leads to phys- 
ical harm to the speech production mechanism, (2) communication that distorts 
the intention or information to be shared, (3) communication that is so distinctive 
that it draws undue attention or reaction to the student, (4) communication that 
diminishes the self-concept or creates an inappropriate emotional state in the stu- 
dent (Van Riper and Emerick 1990). Communication disorders can be mild (i.e., 
trained clinicians would notice them, but no one else) to severe (i.e., anyone would 
notice and react to them). 

Research on the incidence of communication disorders in the United States 
has centered on children and older adults (see, e.g., Fein 1983; Gillespie and 
Cooper 1973; Leske 1981). But one overview has looked at the incidence of com- 
munication disorders in first-year university students. In it, Coulton (1986) 
reviewed speech screenings of more than 30,000 such students from 197 1 to 1983, 
and estimated that 1 .4 percent of them had disorders in speech sounds (various 
errors in the production or combination of speech sounds), 0.7 percent had voice 
disorders (problems related to vocal characteristics such as loudness, pitch level, or 
quality), and 0.3 percent of them had a disorder in fluency (abnormal speech rates 
or stutter or clutter behaviors that diminished the speech rhythm). He did not 
assess the presence of disorders of language; however, other research has estimat- 
ed that 6.2 percent of pre-university adolescent students have language disorders 
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(Marge 1972). From these estimates, instructors can expect some 9 percent of uni- 
versity students to present with a communication disorder of unknown cause 
(idiopathic), who due to the nature of their disorder might or might not receive 
accommodation from campus disability services offices. (Additional students could 
present with communication disorders that have co-occurred with a disability 
such as deafness or blindness, and so are classified in their records as “disabled” 
and do receive services.) 

Because this essay focuses on the dialects of students of color and whether 
those dialects are within the parameters of normal communication, I won’t discuss 
the broader picture of communication disorders here. However, instructors of the 
Basic Communication course would do well to become familiar with which traits 
should prompt a clinical evaluation of a potential communication disorder — such 
as a stutter, non-normal voice production, or various other disorders that are inde- 
pendent of dialect. 

At the same time that instructors focus on what is a communication disor- 
der, they should also be focusing on what is not a disorder. A position paper from 
the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association summarizes the status of 
dialects: 

No dialectal variety of English or any other language is a disorder or patho- 
logical form of speech or language. Each social dialect is adequate as a 
functional and efficient variety of English. Each serves a communication 
function as well as a social solidarity function. It maintains the communica- 
tion network and the social construct of the community of speakers who use 
it. (1983: 23-24) 

ASSESSING COMMUNICATION STATUS 

An instructor can ascertain the communication status of his or her students in col- 
laboration with professionals from the discipline of Communication Disorders. In 
some cases, Communication Studies even shares an academic department with 
Communication Disorders. Even when they don’t, campuses with a concern for 
student success will provide a home for the clinical services central to the Com- 
munication Disorders discipline, often in schools of Health, Communication, or 
Education. Clinicians from Communication Disorders would welcome such col- 
laborative endeavors to stimulate discussion of communication issues, advance 
information on communication norms, and provide clinical services. 

One model for the provision of clinical services is the assessment of the 
communication status of all students in the Basic Communication course prior to 
or at the start of the course as an inherent element of it. In such an assessment 
model, Communication Disorders professionals, in consultation with Communi- 
cation Studies instructors, would determine which students (1) clearly did have 
skills within the scope of normal communication, (2) clearly did not have skills 
within the scope of normal communication, and (3) needed further evaluation. 
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This model allows the instructor to recommend appropriate accommodation, 
remediation, or both, based on each student’s particular communication needs. 

To schedule assessment prior to enrollment offers distinct advantages. Stu- 
dents are familiar with the concept of placement assessments from other academ- 
ic areas, such as music or mathematics, so participation in a communication assess- 
ment would not be alien to them. Should the assessment reveal the presence of a 
communication difference, the instructor would be aware in advance of the need to 
establish evaluation criteria that accept variations of communication within estab- 
lished parameters of excellence; should the assessment reveal a disorder, the 
instructor would anticipate not only appropriate accommodations but also reme- 
diation activities, and could work with the student to seek clinical services. 

A drawback to the approach is the resources it requires. Communication 
Disorders professionals conduct screenings of oral communication skills in their 
clinical practice, and some Communication Studies instructors include screening 
as a part of their initial overviews of the skill levels of students in their classes. The 
screening process involves the broad determination of whether a student appears 
to clearly present normal or non-normal communication skills or is in need of 
additional in-depth evaluation to determine the presence of a disorder. Even if a 
screening focused on speech-production skills and did not include the broader 
area of language skills, each interaction would take five to 1 5 minutes. And, since 
one aim of the assessment would be to identify both differences and disorders, pro- 
fessionals from the disciplines of both Communication Studies and Communica- 
tion Disorders would need to participate collaboratively. If conditions precluded 
assessing students’ communication status before enrollment, the instructor could 
conduct the assessment early in the semester, perhaps as one of a series of required 
class exercises. But the advance approach is still preferable, especially should a dis- 
order be discovered that requires remediation. Also, sometimes the revelation of 
a communication disorder after the course has begun can negatively affect the stu- 
dent’s attitude toward participation in course activities. Then, too, the pressures of 
time constraints in such a schedule can increase the chances for misinterpretations 
of assessment results. 

For these reasons, some instructors prefer an alternate model of reactive, 
rather than proactive, service provision — that of assessment only when the 
instructor becomes concerned about the communication status of specific stu- 
dents. While this as-needed model reduces the drain on resources and allows 
more personalized attention during assessment to individual students, the poten- 
tial benefits of having their communication status assessed is lost for the rest of the 
students in the basic course. 

ISSUES TO ADDRESS 

Whether all students have their communication status assessed, or only those who 
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present with particular cause for concern, the intention remains the same: for the 
instructor to determine whether a Student possesses standard, nonstandard, or dis- 
ordered communication skills. That determination necessitates the addressing of 
five issues: 

1. Is the student’s pattern of communication consistent with a partic- 
ular dialect? In an assessment, evaluators would collect information about the 
student’s patterns of communication, then compare these with the patterns of 
standard and nonstandard dialects. Should a student’s linguistic, paralinguistic, 
and nonlinguistic aspects of communication be consistent with the rules of a par- 
ticular nonstandard dialect, then the student’s skills would be described as differ- 
ent. However, if these aspects are inconsistent with any rules — that is, not even 
one intact rule-based communication system has developed — then the student’s 
skills would be described as disordered and in need of intervention. (The aim of that 
intervention would be for the student to become capable of consistently compre- 
hending and producing at least one dialect, whether standard or nonstandard.) 
Even if a student appeared to possess a dialect, the evaluators would proceed with 
additional queries to determine whether the student used that dialect for the most 
productive interactions. 

2. Does the student’s pattern of communication interfere with infor- 
mation or intention? Next, evaluators would assess whether particular aspects of 
the student’s communication — even if consistent with the rules of a dialect — 
interfered with how well an audience could understand the student. For instance, 
might an audience unfamiliar with the dialect’s rules for speech sound production 
find it difficult to understand the student’s articulation of some words? Or might 
an audience unfamiliar with the dialect’s particular idiomatic phrases find it diffi- 
cult to understand the implication of those phrases? Evaluators also would assess 
whether particular aspects of the student’s communication interfered with how 
well an audience could understand the student’s intention. For instance, might an 
audience unfamiliar with the dialect’s rules for sentence construction find it diffi- 
cult to interpret the intention of a statement? Or might an audience unfamiliar 
with the facial expressions common in the student’s culture misinterpret the con- 
nection of the expressions to the oral information? While evaluators would be 
hesitant to label these differences as disorders, the instructor could at least alert 
such a student to the potential of particular behaviors to interfere with communi- 
cation, so that the student could account for these differences in his or her analy- 
sis of the audience for a speech. 

3. Does the pattern of communication call undue attention to the stu- 
dent? Evaluators would assess whether particular aspects of the student’s commu- 
nication — even when consistent with the rules of a dialect — called undue atten- 
tion to the student. Some amount of attention from other students is to be expect- 
ed, as with distinctive personal traits; evaluators, however focus on the nature of 
that attention. Is the attention positive and indicative of curiosity toward the stu- 
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dent and his or her distinctive cultural experience? Then the instructor can use 
that curiosity as the basis for course interactions that celebrate diversity among the 
class. Is the attention less than positive? Then the instructor must ascertain the 
locus of responsibility for that reaction and, as before, address the discrepancies 
with appropriate pedagogy. 

4. Does the pattern of communication evoke unpleasant or unpro- 
ductive reactions in the student? Evaluators would assess the student’s own 
reactions to possessing a communication difference. Sometimes common com- 
munication apprehension can account for a student’s unpleasant or unproductive 
reactions, in which case the instructor has available the usual assortment of mod- 
els of intervention for apprehension. If, however, the communication difference is 
in fact the basis, then the instructor and student would need to explore the stu- 
dent’s eventual communication aims, and decide which educational means would 
best allow the student to achieve those aims, as well as explore values associated 
with the communication experience. 

5. Does the pattern of communication restrict the student’s opportu- 
nities? Evaluators would honesdy appraise whether the student’s communication 
differences have restricted his or her curricular or extracurricular opportunities or 
both. Here, evaluators and the student must divorce themselves from the idealis- 
tic (“all opportunities are open to all qualified students”) to confront the realistic. 
When restrictions are evident, the instructor is presented with an opportunity to 
commend to the student the merits of bi- or multidialectalism (command of two or 
more dialects); meaning, students expand their communication effectiveness by 
being capable of choosing among communication patterns to best address the 
needs of the particular social contexts. 

Once students with communication differences or disorders are identi- 
fied, the time comes for the instructor to assess the appropriateness of particular 
elements of her or his Basic Communication course for those students with 
differences. 

2. How Might a Communication Difference 
Affect the Student’s Performance? 

A communication difference can impact a student’s performance of the activities 
that instructors of the Basic Communication course use to teach the skills needed 
to research, outline, write, deliver, and criticize various genres of public presenta- 
tions. So, instructors should review their particular criteria for successful comple- 
tion of those activities, and reflect on how the performance of a student with a 
communication difference might contrast with the performance of students who 
present with standard English dialects. 
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Which performance elements need review? The “Speech Performance 
Evaluation Form” (Iowa State University, 1995) used in the Basic Communica- 
tion course at one Midwestern academic institution is representative of the crite- 
ria with which student performance is measured; and an overview of that evalua- 
tion tool reveals the elements instructors there consider central to the completion 
of various tasks. In the overview below, following each area on the list are exam- 
ples of the potential effects of communication differences to which an instructor 
should be sensitive: 

Area 1: TOPIC 

Potential effects of communication differences include: (a) selection of topic, 
(b) selection of focus within topic, (c) selection of perspective for topic, (d) 
selection of pertinent information related to topic, (e) determination of appro- 
priateness of topics for particular audiences, and (f) determination of appro- 
priateness of topics for occasions. 

Area 2: THESIS 

Potential effects of communication differences include: (a) placement of the 
thesis within the structure, (b) expression of the thesis, and (c) selection of a 
thesis or purpose within the experience or the interest of the audience. 

Area 3: DOCUMENTATION 

Potential effects of communication differences include: (a) balance of sup- 
portive material, (b) sources of supportive material, (c) determination of 
authoritative nature of sources, (d) use of unfamiliar material, (e) use of mate- 
rial best interpreted in a particular cultural context, and (f) relation of material 
to particular purposes within a presentation. 

Area 4: STRUCTURE 

Potential effects of communication differences include: (a) choice of narrative 
structure imposed onto speech, (b) choice of temporal, topical, or combined 
format, and (c) structure of information within sections of presentation. 

Area 5: CONTENT 

Potential effects of communication differences include: (a) choice of words, 
(b) use of unfamiliar phrases, (c) use of idiomatic phrases, (d) use of humor, 
sarcasm, and other abstract constructions interpreted in a nonliteral manner, 
(e) use of cultural references, and (f) match of language to the status, seri- 
ousness, and intent of the occasion at hand. 

Area 6: SPEECH 

Potential effects of communication differences include: (a) articulation of par- 
ticular speech sounds, (b) pronunciation of particular words, (c) construction 
of sentence structure, and (d) construction of narrative structure. 

Area 7: PARALINGUISTIC BEHAVIORS 

Potential effects of communication differences include: (a) rate of presenta- 
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tion, (b) variation in intonation pattern, (c) loudness of presentation, and 
(d) match of intonation pattern to sentence structure and intention of 
information. 

Area 8: NONLINGUISTIC BEHAVIORS 

Potential effects of communication differences include: (a) overall position 
and movement, (b) facial expression, (c) hand movement, (d) eye contact 
with audience, (e) distance from audience, and (f) coordination of visual aids. 

This overview has pointed out how communication differences can affect 
particular dimensions of public performances. But instructors need not limit cri- 
tique of their instructional practices to the criteria they impose upon student 
speeches. Similarly, instructors should review their criteria for student success 
across other activities in the Basic Communication course, to increase their aware- 
ness of dialect-sensitive areas of student performance evaluation. 

3. Which Model of Evaluation of Student Performance 
Is Now in Place in the Course? 

When students with communication differences (and even communication dis- 
orders) enroll in the Basic Communication course, instructors are faced with 
resolving two instructional aims sometimes at cross-purposes: how to maintain 
standards of excellence for student performance, while at the same time allowing 
variations within their definition of what constitutes excellence. On some cam- 
puses, instructors of the Basic Communication course agree to adopt an evalua- 
tion protocol that is applied consistently across multiple sections of the course. In 
such a protocol, some philosophical components of evaluation have been translat- 
ed into practical application, with clear, consistent assumptions about excellence 
in place. Elsewhere, however, instructors are given the discretion to create their 
own individual approaches to evaluation. Instructors would be well-advised to 
honestly appraise their evaluation practices to determine which models of evalua- 
tion are implemented across their courses, then whether those models constitute 
best practices for students presenting with communication differences. 

Instructors should evaluate their standards of comparison. For instance, 
some instructors use an “ideal” standard, which incorporates their assumptions 
about what constitutes excellence in communication, then compare the perform- 
ance of individual students against that ideal. The “ideal” standard might reflect 
protocols that have been published, communication patterns that win speech 
competitions, or even the instructor’s personal experiences with those who have 
demonstrated exceptional skills. Whatever its basis, the standard of comparison 
would be an absolute one, applied across all students across all instructional 
contexts. 

Other instructors use context-specific standards. Rather than compare per- 
formance against an absolute ideal, for instance, they compare students against the 
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ideal of that student’s particular communication pattern, in effect asking: “What 
would constitute excellence (effectiveness) for a student who presents with this 
communication pattern, and to what extent has the student demonstrated that 
ideal?” In other words, a student with a dialect would be assessed in comparison 
with the linguistic, paralinguistic, and nonlinguistic rules of that particular dialect. 
Peterson and Marquardt (1994: 14) assert that “unless we understand the . . . 
structure and the function of the language we are listening to, we cannot judge the 
efficiency of the speaker’s use of it.” Instructors who compare students in context 
are attempting to assess effectiveness within dialect parameters. 

Some instructors extend this context-specific approach to assess how effec- 
tively the student would be communicating both in the dialect’s native context 
(that is, in a familiar context with persons who share that dialect) and also in its 
normative context (that is, in an unfamiliar context with persons who do not share 
the dialect). Here the question is, “How well has the student adapted to the ele- 
ments of the communicative environment?” This way, the focus of evaluation cen- 
ters not on the presence of particular dialectal traits, per se, but rather on the stu- 
dent’s adaptation of communication for various purposes. 

These are but a sample of the diverse approaches to evaluation of student 
performance that instructors might apply in the Basic Communication course. 
The important point is that instructors must become aware of their expectations 
for their students. Once their standards of comparison are apparent, instructors 
can then discern the rationale for the standards. If the rationale is consistent with 
the aims of the Basic Communication course, then the particular standards may 
be allowed to remain. If they are inconsistent, they must be changed. Regardless, 
instructors must address key issues such as these: 

■ Under which instructional conditions would the presence of a commu- 
nication difference, by definition, impact the evaluation of a student? 

■ Under which instructional conditions would a student with and a student 
without a communication difference be evaluated inconsistently? 

In the end, as instructors become more aware of what models of evaluation they 
are implementing in their courses, they can adapt those models to incorporate 
concerns for clear and appropriate criteria for excellence, as well as consistent 
standards of evaluation to the extent possible. 

Conclusion 

This essay has overviewed a three-part process that could contribute to the cre- 
ation of an environment that would increase opportunities for success of students 
of color in the Basic Communication course. That is, (1) Communication Studies 
instructors, in collaboration with Communication Disorders professionals as 
needed, ascertain the communicShon status of their students, to inform the for- 
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mulatdon of appropriate expectations for student performance. (2) Alerted to the 
presence of students with communication differences (and disorders), instructors 
then assess the course’s instructional components, looking particularly at those 
tasks most likely to be influenced by communication differences, in order to delin- 
eate which aspects of student performance would or would not be cause for seri- 
ous concern. (3) Finally, instructors evaluate the models of evaluation they apply 
in the course to discern whether these models reflect the philosophical and prac- 
tical considerations most essential to the instructor and most effective in evaluat- 
ing students. When instructors find inconsistent or inappropriate philosophies or 
practices, they reconstruct their models to reflect best practices in evaluation. 

By participating in this three-part process, an instructor’s awareness of and 
answers to issues that surround communication differences will be enhanced, as 
will be the experiences of all students in the Basic Communication course. 
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Contextualizing the Success of 
African-American Students in 
Predominantly White 
Communication Departments 



Dorthy L. Pennington 



I have taught Intercultural Communication and Cultural Studies with a domes- 
tic (United States) focus — i.e., interracial communication — at a predomi- 
nantly white university for more than 20 years. My teaching and research have 
centered around communication and cultural issues between blacks and whites, so 
I am more intimately familiar with the literature in that area than any other, not 
to minimize the importance of broadening the focus to include communication 
and cultural issues between or among the other groups that now make up multi- 
cultural America. I focus here on contextualizing the communication and cultur- 
al issues between blacks and whites as those issues manifest themselves in univer- 
sity or college classrooms. I argue that facilitating the success of African Ameri- 
cans in Communication classrooms begins in a much larger context: that of the 
campus and community environment and the cultural and social activities that 
occur therein. 

In this essay, I begin with descriptions of four events that reflect a natural 
and spontaneous emergence of cultural expression and values by African-Ameri- 
can students on my campus, and I then use theory to make sense of my observa- 
tions and their implications for classrooms in Communication and Cultural Stud- 
ies. Finally, I show how these events provide the larger context into which my 
class, Intercultural Communication: The African American, falls and operates, 
sharing what I hope have been successful activities and class procedures within 
that context. My observations are not necessarily related to one another, but there 
is an intertextuality among them that increases the likelihood that principally sim- 
ilar ones can be occurring on my campus or elsewhere. These observations, I 
hope, have heuristic value that extends beyond my essay. After each, I was left with 
a question or questions, which are subsequently stated. After the four observa- 
tions, I present two separate statements, written to me recently by students, one 
black and the other white, explaining why they were absent from the same class. I 
pose questions after these statements, as well. 
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OBSERVATION 1 

At a recent social dinner meeting between African-American faculty and African- 
American students, self-introductions were made. The majority of the students, 
many of whom were campus leaders, introduced themselves as having a strong 
identification with a black Greek organization. In the order of their verbal dis- 
course, almost without exception, the name of the sorority or fraternity to which 
they belonged was stated following their name, as something of a high-priority 
identity marker. Students would say, for example, “Hi, my name is Jane Doe, and 
I am a member of Zeta Phi Beta Sorority,” or “Hello, I am John Doe, and I belong 
to Kappa Alpha Psi Fraternity.” This order of information manifested itself 
throughout the introductions, with other information about the students, such as 
their major or other campus affiliations, being presented lower in the order. 

Question: Why was there such a strong identification of these African- 
American students with Greek organizations as a part of their identity? 

OBSERVATION 2 

One of my students shared a videotape of a meeting led by African-American stu- 
dents held one evening to discuss issues of identity and identification among 
African-American students on campus, including perceptions of some of the prob- 
lematized issues for the students. During the meeting, the students expressed dif- 
ferent viewpoints on the need for, or likelihood of, African-American students on 
campus being able to derive a common identity, given the diverse socioeconomic 
backgrounds from which black students come; issues of intraracial and interracial 
rejection on campus; and relationships between black males and black females on 
campus. The public speaking of the students at this meeting flowed freely and 
undeterred, and each student who wanted to speak was given a chance to voice his 
or her opinion. The meeting was attended by students only. 

Questions: Why did the students feel the need to arrange a meeting on this 
topic? Given the substantive and provocative nature of this discussion, why didn’t 
the students ask a faculty or staff member to make a presentation or to facilitate 
the meeting? 

OBSERVATION 3 

The black student gospel choir gave a concert in a campus auditorium, which also 
featured other gospel singing groups from this region. At this occasion, the stu- 
dent choir would be recording live its first commercial CD. In the public 
announcement about the event that appeared in the local newspaper, the only ref- 
erence made to a starting time was that the doors would open at 5:30 pm. The 
elaborate printed program issued to attendees at the door also did not list a start- 
ing time for the performance, which actually began around 6:45 pm. The printed 
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program indicated the nature of the event as a full-fledged worship service tided 
“Crazy Praise,” which included scripture reading, prayer, and an open invitation 
to Christian Discipleship to anyone who wished to come forward during the serv- 
ice. The printed program also revealed pertinent information on the nature and 
purpose of the black student gospel choir. As printed in the program, they are: 

. . . about glorifying God through music. We predominantly spend time 
singing and studying His word while developing a supportive Christian fami- 
ly. Singing for God means we are messengers for His word. Every time that 
we sing His word, we pray that someone will cry out “What must I do to be 
saved?” 

[The choir] is a very uplifting and spiritually motivating organization. We refer 
to [the choir] as one big family in Christ. To most of us, [the choir] is our 
home away from home. Members wait eagerly for choir rehearsal to give 
them that extra spiritual uplift they need to make it through the week. [THE 
CHOIR] IS MORE THAN JUST SINGING — it is Bible study, worship, and 
Christian fellowship. 

The choir was directed by a fellow student; and the musicians, who played 
improvisationally, were also students. The entire evening, including the music 
sung by the choir, was affective, filled with pathos, spontaneous, expressive, inter- 
active (engaging the audience), dynamic, rhythmic, and movement-oriented, with 
the choir and the student director moving about freely. The style and mannerisms 
of the director included not only body movements but also platform mobility 
(even while directing the choir) and verbal solicitation for audience involvement 
during the pauses between songs. The implication was that the audience members 
were not to simply listen to the music’s message, but they were expected to inter- 
nalize and act upon it. The ministers who offered the scripture and the prayer also 
encouraged audience participation. On this occasion, they showed that a stage 
performance event was merged with the personal when they extended an open 
invitation for anyone who wanted to give their life to God to come forward dur- 
ing the service. This event, in essence, represented the integration of forms, where 
a concert and recording session were blended with a worship service; the per- 
formance was merged with the personal; and the message given in music was not 
just informational, but it was expected to have life-application, as well. 

Questions: What is significant about the choir serving as a “home away 
from home” for its members? What is significant about the cultural style of the 
concert/worship service, and about the blending of forms — i.e., a concert, 
recording session, and a worship service all in one — and being held on the cam- 
pus of a state university? 

OBSERVATION 4 

In my Intercultural Communication class, students had been randomly assigned 
to small groups, each given the task of producing a skit to be presented in class 
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illustrating a significant current or historical issue or problem in interracial com- 
munication. With there being a small number of African Americans in the class 
(nine out of 52 ), students were permitted to produce costumes that helped them 
to portray a member of a different race if they felt that to be necessary to enhance 
their presentation. (In years past, costuming had not been a provocative issue, 
because the classroom environment, which I often refer to as a laboratory, had 
been trusting enough for there to be interracial role playing. The prior establish- 
ment of a psychologically safe environment is important.) Some of the African- 
American students in the class took offense at a white student’s portrayal of an 
African American in a skit, and they verbally expressed their anger in class. In addi- 
tion to the issue that the skit was portraying (incompatible schema surrounding 
the flying of the Confederate flag), the perception of the costumes as offensive had 
to be resolved right away. 

Question: hi providing a classroom and campus environment that is safe 
for all students, especially those in underrepresented groups, what are the limits 
of classroom interracial interaction, even if it occurs in a laboratory-type learning 
environment? Is there a place for humor or satire? 

TWO EXPOSITIONS 

The first, explaining his absence from class, written by a white male student: 

Dr. Pennington, I wanted to let you know the reasons for my absences of the 
past 3 classes. 

Last Tuesday, October 1 7, 1 spent in St. Louis with other Green Party sup- 
porters. We all took a bus and participated in the 017 protests at Washing- 
ton University. We got to see Ralph Nader speak twice, participated in 2 
marches each having over 1 ,200 citizens, and protested the exclusion of 
Ralph Nader from the debates. Our protest included mockery (making big 
puppets of the presidential candidates), autonomous action (chants of “This 
is what democracy looks like!”), playground name calling (“Whose streets? 
Our streets!”), speeches, and downright civil disobedience. 

It was an amazing experience and I felt that my voice was being able to be 
expressed properly. 

As for last Thursday and Tuesday, I was in New York for the College Music 
Journal Festival. This included 1 ,000 bands and independent films and pan- 
els. This is why I love being a dj here. 

I saw some amazing music, including underground soul singer Sharon Jones 
(of which she danced with me and I got some of her lyric sheets) and politi- 
cal heroes Antibalas Afrobeat Orchestra which mixed African polyrhythms 
with direct political action lyrics. 

I had the opportunity to see some music panel discussions on the future of 
hiphop and the future of internet music. I also got to see Ellis Island, walk 
across the Brooklyn Bridge (a dream of mine) and hear street musicians 
throughout the subway. 
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I had wonderful experiences but missed a lot of school in the process. 
Whatever I need to do to catch up, I will. I am almost finished with the 
Acculturation book and I can take the test tomorrow if you would like me to. 

I hope you understand how these events have helped enrich my life experi- 
ence. The last 9 days have been hectic but enlightening. 

The second, explaining his absence from class, was written by a black male 
student: 

Dr. Pennington, I have been going through some personal changes with my 
financial situation these past couple of weeks which played a major role in 
my attendance in class. 

I have not received my financial aid this semester because of verification. My 
people are not wealthy and I use my Pell grant to pay for my expenses. 
Recently my phone, gas, and water have been turned off. I’ve really been 
struggling and it’s been a distraction to my studies. 

I hope that you can understand and if we could work something out, I’d like 
to thank you. 

Questions: What is the difference between the college experiences of these 
two students? As the white ^student felt that his voice was “being able to be 
expressed properly,” how can the voice of the black student be expressed properly? 

Discussion 

The task of making sense of these four seemingly unrelated observations and two 
written statements is facilitated by noting several transcendent propositions about 
African-American students on my campus: 

H They seek clearly reliable means of identification and support, and want 
to ensure and negotiate for themselves an academic community and 
classroom environment that are psychologically and culturally safe; the 
role of providing the support needed is played by peers and by a rather 
unique role of religion and spirituality. 

B They are attracted to academic fora that focus on diversity and other 
issues in which they are interested and can feel involved, and where they 
feel that their voices tan be heard; the fora often have life-application 
meaning for them. 

African-American students on predominandy white campuses are faced 
with identity issues that situate them along a range of experiences, from being 
assimilated to being marginal, and they practice different patterns of cultural 
adaptation. For many of them, life on a predominandy white campus is analogous 
to the transcultural adaptation experiences that any of us encounters when we 
engage in international adaptation. A profile of transcultural adaptations given by 
Mansell (1981) best describes what I observe about African-American students on 
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my campus, especially as it pertains to expressive responses to an environment that 
is different from their home environments. Mansell shows how shifting emotion- 
al and affective states lead to varying degrees of alienation, marginality, accultura- 
tion, or duality. As far as cultural identity in a new environment is concerned, in 
alienation, there is a sense of loss or separation, where one remains monocultural; 
in marginality, there is a sense of division or split loyalties to a double bind; in accul- 
turation, there is a sense of belonging and identification with the new culture to 
such an extent as to be monocultural with that group; and in duality, there is a 
sense of autonomy, biculturalism, and independence. 

While my conversations with African-American students in Communica- 
tion reveal that their backgrounds, exposure to, and assimilation in European- 
American culture vary from one extreme to the other (a diversity among black stu- 
dents, which was problematized in my Observation 2), for the most part a sizeable 
number of them exhibit behaviors that would indicate both marginality and dual- 
ity of their identity on my campus. Perhaps their strong identification with Greek 
organizations indicates their attempts to find a sense of belongingness, and yet, a 
belongingness that represents biculturalism, since most African-American Greeks 
belong to black Greek organizations rather than to white ones, even on a pre- 
dominantly white campus. Thus, differences are expressed in the two sets of cam- 
pus Greek organizations. Black Greeks’ sense of biculturalism and independence 
is demonstrated through unique performance rituals associated with black Greek 
activities, such as step shows, which take place on our campus several times dur- 
ing the academic year. Believing step shows to be unique to black Greeks, I asked 
members of my class, which contained black and white Greeks, if anyone knew of 
white Greek organizations that performed step shows, and no one did. 

In addition to lending credence to biculturalism, or duality of African- 
American identity on a predominantly white college campus, performance events 
also call attention to the nature of support that is important to, and negotiated by, 
African-American students. In a study of high-risk high school students, which 
included many African Americans, based on income and family background, 
Rosenfeld and Richman (1999) made a link between social support mechanisms 
and school outcomes. In identifying various types of social support (including lis- 
tening support, emotional support, emotional challenge support, reality confirmation sup- 
port, technical appreciation support, technical challenge support, tangible assistance support, 
and personal assistance support (295), they found what I think are two intriguing, and 
yet explanatory, results for my observations. On the question of who provided spe- 
cific types of support, these researchers found that for at-risk students, teachers 
were not listed as being either primary or secondary providers of the eight types 
of support listed. Instead, behaviors seen by teachers as supportive (those behav- 
iors concerned with students’ well-being) were, perhaps, seen by students as being 
a part of the class routine, or even suspect, according to Rosenfeld and Richman. 
The students in the study, on the other hand, reportec^ejeiving technical appreci- 
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ation support, technical challenge support, and reality confirmation support from their 
friends (1999: 303). While these were high school students, this study has rele- 
vancy here. 

For the students in my Observation 2, 1 now better understand why they did 
not ask for faculty or staff members to lead their discussion of identity issues: 
because the forum was structured to elicit support for their position, their friends 
and peers, rather than teachers, were seen as providing the support that they felt 
they needed. And, likewise, the students in the gospel choir explicitly indicated 
that the choir was their “supportive Christian family,” their “home away from 
home,” and that they eagerly awaited their regular rehearsals to give them “that 
extra spiritual uplift they need to make it through the week.” This indicates that 
the student gospel choir on my campus provides for its members emotional sup- 
port (comfort and caring); reality confirmation support (sharing and viewing the 
world in the same way); and personal assistance support (providing service or help, 
such as a ride to rehearsals for those who needed it). The metaphor of the choir 
as being a “Christian family,” expressed within the context of a large state univer- 
sity, is significant in upholding the view that African-American culture emphasizes 
having a holistic connection among religion, spirituality, and secular life, as 
explained by Daniel and Smitherman (1976). 

The value placed on spirituality expressed by the African-American students 
in the choir resonated with the stated focus of the 1999 National Black Student 
Leadership Conference, attended by some 900 college students, on “ethical 
responsibility, spiritual growth, and preparing to lead in a global economy” (Fields 
1999: 14). The choir clearly practiced duality of their transcultural experience, in 
that their concert/recording-session/worship was attended primarily by blacks, a 
reversal of the usual campus racial ratio; this was an autonomous, independent 
event. 

Observations 2 and 3 clearly show a reliance on peer leadership among 
African-American students, in both the discussion leaders and the choir director. 
This is consistent with a successful diversity peer-education program started by 
students on my campus in 1995. Called the “Diversity Peer Education Team,” 
these peer student-educators, through activities and open discussion, explore 
issues pertaining to diversity and multiculturalism and serve as a vehicle to foster 
multicultural awareness and sensitivity in the university community (Best and 
Edwards 1998). The Diversity Peer Education Team is not limited to African- 
American students; but their central involvement in it, along with the student-led 
discussion of identity and diversity issues cited in my Observation 2, points to the 
saliency of diversity issues among African-American students. In addition to infor- 
mal fora of the type cited, the need is evident for more formal and structured envi- 
ronments for exposure to diversity, such as classrooms. Communication class- 
rooms and curricula are especially suited for this, for several reasons. Carrell 
(1997) found that diversity in the Communication curriculum has a positive 
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impact on student empathy, which is a central component in communication 
competence. Empathy was more greatly achieved by students who completed a 
full course in Intercultural Communication, as compared with students who had 
diversity infused in an Interpersonal course, or compared with students who were 
required to give only one speech on diversity issues in the Public Speaking course. 
Intercultural communication competence is a desirable goal. According to Carrell 
(1997), facilitating its central component, empathy, is important in Intercultural 
Communication classrooms and curricular offerings. 

Achieving empathy as a part of intercultural communication competence in 
the Intercultural classroom is a challenge, but instructional lessons can be learned 
by using my Observation 4 and the two student expositions. The event described 
in Observation 4, which occurred in my Intercultural/Interracial Communication 
class, required an immediate resolution. In addressing the issue right away, I prac- 
ticed teacher immediacy, which, according to Neuliep (1995), is something that 
African-American students expect, especially from African-American teachers. 

In processing the anger expressed by the African-American students, in ret- 
rospect I had assumed (based on past classes) that the level of interracial trust in 
my class that year was higher than it actually was, and it was a learning experience 
for me to have clear barometers for measuring interracial trust and empathy in the 
future. Nevertheless, in preparing the class for the activity-oriented group skits, I 
had aimed to establish the proper context through the reading materials and 
small-group tasks covered earlier in the semester. In that Intercultural/Interracial 
Communication class, I combine a culture-general approach with a culture- 
specific approach. Students must read articles on culture in general, which contain 
a model on worldview and other cultural components including language, 
schemas, beliefs, attitudes and values, temporality, proxemics, religion, social net- 
works, and interpolation patterns. Students then write a nongraded paper that 
describes their own culture and how these various components operate. Next, 
they read articles that give general descriptions of various culture types, learning 
the communication values and characteristics of each culture. For this, I prefer to 
use readings that identify two basic culture types as oral and literate and that show 
how the two types foster different values. For example, oral cultures value face-to- 
face communication, communalism, sharing, spontaneity, and a relaxed regard for 
time, while literate cultures foster technological communication, competition, 
individualism, sometimes-circumscribed interaction, and a stricter regard for 
time. My students are offered these as theoretical possibilities, not as absolutes, for 
understanding culture. I complement the readings with videotapes that extend the 
comparisons between cultures to those between Western and non-Westem cul- 
tures. We then apply the cultural types to the students in the class, showing that 
African Americans historically have had oral culture values. 

With the culture-general background established, I then move the course to 
a culture-specific level, focusing on. African-American culture and on interracial 




54 Pedagogical Issues 



communication in the United States. Topics covered include African-American 
identity, core cultural values and symbols, communication style, and cultural inter- 
pretation. For the Interracial Communication portion, I begin with a historical 
reconstructionist approach, requiring students to read a historical article that 
describes race relations in early America and how racism and racial hierarchies 
were formed. Students, especially European Americans, are amazed at the arbi- 
trariness with which race and physical distinctions became permanent markers 
and symbols affecting human relations and communication. While many histori- 
cal sources are available for this assignment, I prefer an account titled “The Break- 
ing of the Bond” by L. Bennett, Jr., in Confrontation Black and White (Penguin, 
1965). With this historical foundation laid, I then go full-fledged into Interracial 
Communication readings that cover issues of race, stereotypes, prejudice, lan- 
guage, power, beliefs, attitudes and values, perception, normalization, interracial 
communication competence, and prescriptions for improving interracial 
communication. 

To guide students through the readings, with an eye toward application, I 
use case studies, usually of current events taken from newspapers, and videotapes 
that show an unresolved interracial communication problem. I assign students to 
small groups to discuss the cases and to apply principles and terms from their read- 
ings to identify a problem, explain it, and suggest solutions. The small-group for- 
mat allows the voice of each student to be heard, as well as for intragroup close- 
ness, sharing, teamwork, and negotiating opinions. Moreover, these same small 
groups produce the skits presented toward the end of the term, so group mem- 
bers have an established relationship with one another. Each group reports the 
summary of its case analysis to the class, contributing to a general discussion. I find 
that the general discussion is a time of openness and information sharing that 
places the cases within a larger social context. Often students will relate a similar 
experience that happened to them, especially African-American students. This 
type of discussion of the readings gives each student a voice, and it gives my class 
a sense of currency, something that seems to appeal to them. One of my African- 
American senior Communication majors indicated that my class had more 
African-American students than he had seen in any one class during his four years 
at the university (the number is relatively small though, just nine out of 52). 

The prescriptions for improving interracial communication include open- 
ness, trust, equality, assuming mutual responsibility for the communication out- 
come, and “relational empathy,” as discussed by Broome (1991), which includes 
provisionalism, negotiation, process, and building shared meaning. At the same 
time, however, I find that in order to make my class a productive one that 
enhances interracial communication, I must process and channel class discussions 
in a way that strikes a delicate balance between relational empathy among students 
and making room for the impact of historical facts and legacy. That is, I have 
learned that any relational empathy and problem solving that are attempted 
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between black and white students cannot presume an unledgered equality or 
absence of cultural memory on the part of black students. Rather, the historical 
sensitivity that exists on the part of many black students must be acknowledged as 
coming from a legacy that includes prejudice, discrimination, racism, stereotypes, 
underprivilege, powerlessness, and economic deprivation (of the sort mentioned 
by the black student who wrote the note to me explaining his absence from class). 

I now return to a resolution of the confrontation in my class described in my 
Observation 4. In my immediacy in addressing the matter, I asked for other reac- 
tions to the portrayal in the skit. More African-American students spoke out, that 
to them the portrayal was offensive because it was extreme, stereotypical, and did 
not represent the majority of African Americans. I then framed the discussion in 
such a way as to assure African-American students that they had a right to be heard 
and to share the reasons for their reactions, believing that the class would gen- 
uinely listen and learn. At the same time, however, I reminded them of their 
responsibility to help keep the lines of communication open and to mutually par- 
ticipate in problem solving, while allowing for their historical sensitivity to be 
made known. 

The test of what was learned during that discussion came a few days later, 
during the next graded assignment, a printed case for a take-home analysis. The 
case copy had been given to students prior to the confrontation in class, but its 
contents were remarkably similar to the incident that caused the confrontation in 
class. In their written analyses, the European-American students showed that they 
had learned something of African Americans’ historical sensitivity, and they everi 
accounted for it through historical reconstruction. African-American students 
showed that they wanted to express their feelings without closing the channels of 
interracial communication; they showed that they did not want to have domi- 
nance over the interaction, but merely a sense of fair play. I was pleased with this 
outcome. 

Writing this essay has allowed me, for the first time, to think specifically of 
meeting the needs of African-American students in Communication classes. I had 
always thought of meeting the needs of students in general. As it turns out, my 
class (and other classes, I am sure) has the potential for meeting some of the needs 
of African-American students that I identified earlier: for a safe academic envi- 
ronment where they can have a voice, where they can make decisions with their 
peers (as in the small-group case analyses and in the slats), where they can discuss 
diversity and other issues that are important to them, and where they can make 
life-applications of the lessons learned. I do know that many African-American 
students enroll in more than one class with me. The student evaluations of my 
course in Intercultural/Interracial Communication tend to be good. I believe that 
the success of African-American students in Communication classrooms depends 
on their academic ability, of course; but also on our meeting their cultural and 
social needs shown in larger contexts. 
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Pedagogies of Empowerment 

A Framework for Promoting the Success of Students of Color 



Mary E. Triece, Patricia S. Hill, Kathleen D. Clark , Yang Lin, 
and Julia A. S piker 



To commit ourselves to the work of transforming the academy so that it will 
be a place where cultural diversity informs every aspect of our learning, we 
must embrace struggle and sacrifice. . . . Our solidarity must be affirmed by 
shared belief in a spirit of intellectual openness that celebrates diversity, 
welcomes dissent, and rejoices in collective dedication to truth, (hooks 
1994: 33) 

B lack feminist scholar bell hooks’s words provide a useful starting point for 
conceptualizing our roles as Communication scholars and teachers. How 
might we transform our classrooms so that cultural diversity informs our teaching 
and learning? What teaching philosophies and activities might enable us to 
engage our students in diversity and open discussion as we strive to create more 
socially just classrooms and communities? These questions are particularly impor- 
tant as we consider ways to ensure the success of students of color in our Com- 
munication classes. Scholars have examined the experiences of students of color 
on college campuses, revealing ways that historical inequalities and patterns of 
racial exclusion continue to marginalize this group (Allen, Bobo, and Freuranges 
1984; Cross 1985; Feagin 1992; Fleming 1984; Gibbs 1973; June, Curry, and Gear 
1990; Styles-Hughes 1987; Taylor 1986; Willie and McCord 1973; Zweigenhaft 
and Cody 1993). Further, recent research maintains that while students of color 
continue to make progress in higher education, they still lag significantly behind 
European-American students in both the rate at which they enroll in college class- 
es and their college completion rates (Chesler and Malani 1993). 

What efforts might be employed to transform the inequalities that students 
of color continue to face on college campuses? This essay seeks to provide the 
underpinnings for a teaching process and learning environment based on pedago- 
gies of empoaveiment that challenge the stereotypes and structures that have for so 
long impeded the advancement of students of color. We primarily teach the 
general-education Speech course (also referred to throughout the essay as the 
“Introductory Speech” course) 1 at a metropolitan, open-enrollment state univer- 
sity characterized by racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, and age diversity- 2 Each of our 
respective areas of research informs our teaching approach and viewpoints on 
pedagogies of empowerment. Yet, all of our contributions hold in common an 
emphasis on the importance of the concrete material experiences 3 that shape and 
inform students’ needs and perspectives and that provide a foundation for moti- 
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vating students to apply concepts beyond the classroom in struggles for race (as 
well as gender and class) equality. 

Critical pedagogical philosophies inform the first two sections of this essay, 
which provide a theoretical overview for the notion of pedagogies of empower- 
ment. We then explore classroom activities centering on self-reflection and cul- 
tural identity that further support pedagogies of empowerment. Finally, the essay 
concludes with a section on the roles that learning communities play in develop- 
ing pedagogies of empowerment. Taken together, our ideas offer a coherent but 
multi-perspectival approach to the successful teaching of students of color. 

Materialist Critical Perspective as Empowerment 

Critical pedagogies have been developed and discussed by a number of scholars 
(see Carlson and Apple 1998; Giroux and McLaren 1994; Giroux et al. 1995; Luke 
and Gore 1992; Ng, Staton, and Scane 1995; Popkewitz and Fendler 1999). 
Though they might differ according to theoretical underpinnings or practical 
approach, critical pedagogies explore “the influences of educational knowledge 
. . . that perpetuate or legitimate an unjust status quo” and are concerned with 
“social injustice and how to transform inequitable, undemocratic, or oppressive 
institutions and social relations” (Burbules and Berk 1999: 46-47). Critical peda- 
gogies have themselves been critically examined and challenged on a number of 
accounts. The concept of empowerment central to many critical pedagogical per- 
spectives has been criticized as misleading and paternalistic (see Ellsworth 1992; 
Gore 1992). Other scholars have pointed to the potential for critical pedagogies 
to become paralyzed by an overemphasis on language and affirmations of happy 
pluralisms at the expense of attention to struggle, conflict, and the existence of 
material institutions and structures that require more than classroom tolerance to 
transform (McLaren 1994; McLaren and Gutierrez 1998; Mohanty 1994; Rezai- 
Rashti 1995). Similarly, multi culturalist discourses have been criticized for lack of 
attention to broad-based, entrenched material institutions that shape race, gender, 
and class relations and that have a stake in perpetuation of unequal relations. 

This section discusses a pedagogy of empowerment underpinned by a mate- 
rialist critical perspective that frames empowerment in collective terms and directs 
attention toward material institutions and practices that play a fundamental role 
in unequal race, gender, and class relations. In sum, a materialist critical perspec- 
tive (1) challenges mainstream integration by emphasizing the importance of critique 
and the articulation of new ways to live and work; (2) advances the importance of rad- 
ical tmnsformation by encouraging application of communication concepts and 
skills in order to challenge dominant ideologies and institutions; (3) T'ecognizes 
inherent limitations of critical pedagogies and acknowledges the classroom as a 
realm limited in its capacity to elicit meaningful (read: material) social transfer- 
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mation, As such, a materialist critical approach should be practiced in conjunction 
with other activities that direcdy engage economic production. 

CHALLENGING MAINSTREAM INTEGRATION 

A materialist critical approach employs a language of critique and a language of 
possibility (see Giroux 1983) in order to challenge what is referred to as “main- 
stream integration” or teaching basic communication skills with the aim of equip- 
ping students to participate in, or adjust to, the status quo. Through critique, both 
students and teachers deconstruct and demystify the values, narratives, beliefs, and 
behaviors that perpetuate racial discrimination (in addition to other social injus- 
tices). The concept of critique discussed here can be compared with the critical- 
thinking and critical-listening skills that many Communication educators and 
textbooks teach. Critical thinking encourages students to “seek reasons and evi- 
dence” and instills in students the disposition to do so (Burbules and Berk 1999: 
48). In contrast, critique is contextualized and an overtly political analysis of a 
given message. It requires listeners to ask questions such as: Who benefits from 
this message? How? Whose interests are served by the values or beliefs espoused 
in a given message? What perspectives are ignored in this message? Why? Each 
of these questions encourages students to scrutinize and challenge the ways that 
racial discrimination is perpetuated through public discourses. In short, critique is 
critical thinking/listening with a counterhegemonic or oppositional bent. But 
more than that, critique as it is conceptualized here does not stop at altering mind- 
sets; it seeks to “challeng[e] and transform the institutions, ideologies, and rela- 
tions that engender distorted, oppressed thinking in the first place” (Burbules and 
Berk 1999: 52). 

In addition to critique, a materialist critical pedagogy challenges main- 
stream integration through a language of possibility, the envisioning and articu- 
lating of new and more just ways of being, living, and working. Freire asserts that 
“To exist, humanly, is to name the world, to change it. Once named, the world in 
its turn reappears to the namers as a problem and requires of them a new naming ’ 
(1970: 76). As Communication scholars and teachers, we must begin the process 
of (re)naming based on the perspectives and experiences of people of color who 
have historically been left out of this process both in the classroom and in the 
broader community. Imagining anew, though, must be articulated in terms of a 
collective identity that recognizes differences — different voices, backgrounds, 
perspectives, needs — while not abandoning the imperative to speak collectively, 
as a unified voice, and to recognize common needs and concerns. This notion of 
a collectivity contrasts with liberal humanist concepts of personal voice, dialogue, 
and plurality, which are grounded in an individualist ethic (see Luke 1992); are dis- 
connected from a history of conflict, struggle, and relations of inequality; and 
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“require discursive rather than material intervention around issues of equality and 
reciprocity” (McLaren and Gutierrez 1998: 318). As McLaren and Gutierrez 
note: 

How we mark the boundaries of our ethnicities and racial identifications and 
representations does draw needed critical attention to the scribal power of 
dominant narratives and helps us both focus on and demobilize the neo- 
colonial system that energizes our collective values as a citizenry. Yet how 
we identify ourselves collectively, across differences as a totality, is equally 
important. (1998: 329) 

Materialist critical pedagogy advances a language of possibility in terms of collec- 
tivity and locates concepts such as image and identity within a discussion of how 
broad-based material institutions benefit from and perpetuate discriminatory dis- 
courses in the first place. 

RADICAL TRANSFORMATION AND THE LIMITATIONS OF 
MATERIALIST CRITICAL PEDAGOGY 

Languages of critique and possibility offer many potentials for developing a ped- 
agogical perspective. Yet, ideas must be enacted in the real world in order to make 
a real impact. As Communication teachers, we cannot (simply) teach our students 
how to organize, research, and deliver speeches, nor can we even stop at promot- 
ing radical critique in the classroom. We must foster in our students the motiva- 
tion and desire to apply what they have learned in the Communication classroom 
to the world outside. Once armed with the critical-thinking and -speaking tools 
addressed above, students must learn to recognize and seize opportunities in their 
homes, workplaces, and communities to alter dominant practices that continue to 
discriminate according to race, ethnicity, gender, and class. Put differently, as 
teachers, we must be careful not to conflate critique and praxis. The former pro- 
vides a basis for the latter. In the absence of application/action, critique — self- 
reflection, dialogue, whatever you want to call it — becomes mere intellectualism, 
and we fell into political paralysis. As Marx and Engels (1846) noted: “The 
philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various ways; the point is to 
change it” (123). 

Furthermore, we must not remain blind to the limitations inherent in trans- 
formative attempts that come out of the college classroom. The radical potentials 
of critical pedagogies are often limited by the educational institution itself and its 
rootedness in a broader socioeconomic system based on labor exploitation (see 
Gore 1998: 276, 277). Institutions ofhigher learning reinforce status quo relations 
in the classroom and through research imperatives. In the classroom, teachers face 
the undeniable fact that they have a degree of power over students — to give 
grades, establish criteria, set class requirements. Further, the teaching approaches 
that are most often rewarded (implicitly or explicitly) are those that promote pro- 
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fessionalism and equip students with skills for getting by in the world, rather than 
transforming it. A materialist critical pedagogy recognizes the limitations inherent 
in transformation that stem from the educational sphere, yet it also recognizes that 
what we teach and how we teach in our Communication classes matter and can 
form an important basis for collective action beyond the academy. 

Standpoint Theory as Empowerment 

Much like a materialist critical perspective, standpoint theory provides another 
philosophical underpinning for teachers striving to cultivate a classroom environ- 
ment that promotes the success of students of color. Taken together, the two ped- 
agogical perspectives offer a framework for pedagogies of empowerment that 
emphasize the centrality of material conditions in shaping the experiences and 
perspectives of marginalized groups, such as students of color. 

Standpoint theory provides an interpretative framework for exploring the 
daily life experiences of persons situated in subordinate positions. It advocates 
using marginalized lives as a foundation for constructing knowledge about social 
relations of power (see Collins 1986, 1990; Harding 1986, 1987, 1991; Hartsock 
1983, 1997; Smith 1987; Wood 1992). Marginalized groups — e.g., women, peo- 
ple of color — hold a unique “outsider within” position in society; that is, they are 
both outside of (marginalized by) and inside of (participate within) dominant soci- 
ety (Collins 1986). As a result, according to standpoint theory, marginalized 
groups are in a better position to produce knowledge and insights that are less dis- 
torted and less partial. Individuals in oppressed groups have less of a stake in the 
status quo and thus are more likely to offer provocative insights on social change 
that are often overlooked or censored. 

Standpoint theory is of particular value in teaching students of color because 
it broadens the classroom content and discussion in order to more adequately rep- 
resent diverse experiences. Further, it allows students to recognize and validate 
their own personal experiences as individuals who have historically been margin- 
alized by dominant society. Applied to our Introductory Speech classes, standpoint 
theory encourages a reconceptualization of what constitutes knowledge and how 
it is conveyed in the classroom. Standpoint theory fosters a learning environment 
where students of color speak from their reality and thus reveal aspects of the 
social order that otherwise remain difficult to see (Collins 1986). Students are 
encouraged to work from their own experiences and to interrogate their experi- 
ences to explore how “what they know” reveals something about their social loca- 
tion. Asking students to share what they know with one another can illuminate 
how privilege and power operate to those who are least able to view the world out- 
side dominant race, class, and gender ideologies. In order to encourage students 
to openly draw on their own experiences (and to be open to the experiences of 
others), a teaching approach informed by standpoint theory emphasizes experien- 
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tial learning strategies, which link theory more meaningfully to direct experience 
and practice and empower students of color to think and speak critically. 

EXPERIENTIAL EXERCISES 

Students often question the relevance of enrolling in a Public Speaking course 
because they fail to see the connection between learning public speaking skills and 
applying these skills in real-life situations (Ford and Wolvin 1993; Mino 1988). 
Teaching from the perspective of standpoint theory encourages teachers to apply 
communication concepts beyond the classroom in order to reach students’ per- 
sonal, academic, and professional lives. This is accomplished through classroom 
exercises that actively engage students with one another, with the teacher, and 
with the course material. Firsthand involvement in their own learning encourages 
students to reflect upon their own social experiences as students of color. 

To foster critical application of classroom concepts, teachers can employ the 
exercise “Each One Teach One.” The title takes its name from an old West 
African proverb that advocates the importance of community, and is in the spirit 
of collaborative learning that is espoused in pedagogies of empowerment. Given 
that much scholarship on small groups validates the importance of group dynam- 
ics to both social and work life (see Fisher 1980; Pavitt and Curtis 1994; Tubbs 
1988; Wall, Galanes, and Love 1987), “Each One Teach One” provides a valuable 
teaching tool for interrogating these dynamics and applying communication con- 
cepts to everyday life experiences. 

In “Each One Teach One,” students engage in a small-group learning exer- 
cise aimed at facilitating understanding of how public speaking concepts such as 
listening, language, and delivery can be applied to, and are inherent in, real-world 
communicative experiences. As a small group, students select a concept of public 
speaking and reflect on how that concept is used in their personal or professional 
lives. In round-robin fashion, students share cogent examples that describe for 
their classmates the utility or value of a variety of public speaking concepts in 
numerous personal and professional contexts. The cooperative aspect mirrors 
hooks’s (1994) assumptions that a goal of an engaged classroom is to open up a 
space for everyone and to create exercises that encourage students to apply theo- 
retical concepts to their own lives and their own standpoints as students of color. 

The quality of the Introductory Speech course continues to be of primary 
importance to the field of Communication in general as this is the course where 
most college students become familiar with our field. A growing diversity in our 
classrooms urges a reexamination of classroom practices that have historically 
benefited students from one segment of society. Standpoint and materialist criti- 
cal perspectives represent two pedagogies of empowerment that encourage teach- 
ing with a “vision of a better life” (Giroux and McLaren 1989: xii) in which accept- 
ed canons of knowledge can be challenged, and attention can be given to creating 
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classroom space that best fulfills the needs of all students, but especially those of 
students of color who have been historically marginalized. 

Teaching practices informed by standpoint theory acknowledge and explore 
how different standpoints affect communicative practices. The next two sections 
describe specific classroom activities that explore the relationship between stand- 
point and communication. 

Self-Reflection as Empowerment 

As a pedagogical tool of empowerment that can be employed to help students of 
color succeed in the Introductory Communication course, self-reflection holds 
much in common with standpoint theory. Self-reflection empowers students of 
color by (1) making connections between their life context (standpoint) and the 
context of the university classroom; (2) encouraging students to take their own 
voice/standpoint (thoughts, feelings, insights, beliefs) seriously; (3) developing 
their public speaking skills to accomplish purposes that are meaningful to them; 
(4) developing the ability to adapt successfully to a variety of audiences and situa- 
tions without losing integrity with themselves. 

Repeated self-reflection throughout the course enables students of color to 
discover and develop their authentic voices and the skills to use those voices in a 
variety of public contexts. Self-reflection as a pedagogical tool draws upon sever- 
al strands of literature and research that emphasize three meta-communicadve 
elements: an awareness of context, developing authentic voice, and self-reflective 
critique. The process emphasizes contextualization of student speeches and the 
discovering and development of authentic voice. Similar to the standpoint per- 
spective elaborated above, the emphasis on context encourages students of color 
to draw on personally meaningful experiences, interests, and concerns when 
choosing and researching speech topics, since their speeches will not be discon- 
nected from their fife situations, or standpoints. This emphasis provides a way for 
students to discover and develop their authentic voice. Students of color also 
encounter self-reflective critique, which entails planning, acting, reflecting on the 
action, and using insights gained to inform the planning of subsequent action. As 
a part of self-reflective critique, learning the skills of cognitive restructuring helps 
students to understand the workings of their own brains/bodies and provides a 
powerful tool for engaging realistically with the public speaking situation. 

Now let’s explore each of these three meta-communicative elements in 
more depth. 

CONTEXT 

Examining the nature of the context allows us to have a fuller understanding of 
what a student is bringing into the classroom. Current educational philosophy 
argues strongly for the importance of grounding learning in the reality of the fives 
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of students (see Kincheloe, Slattery, and Steinberg 2000; McDermott 1999) and 
using the classroom to leam skills that are transferable and meaningful to the rest 
of life. Part of the intention of Introductory Speech courses is to equip incoming 
freshmen with presentational skills so as to improve their chances of educational 
and professional success. However, students bring their lives with them to the 
classroom, and this provides a rich source of topics that are already meaningful to 
them. Students of color will necessarily bring aspects of their lives that are unique 
to their situations into this “public” context, which can help them bridge gaps of 
many kinds. Drawing on this wealth of the already-known increases students’ con- 
fidence and interest in speech assignments, which permits a greater integration of 
public speaking and group skills. Additionally, this increases the comfort of stu- 
dents when we ask them to do assignments that could produce anxiety, including 
anxieties specific to students of color. With an understanding of the possibilities 
inherent in attention to context, attention to helping students of color find and use 
their voice continues the empowerment. 

VOICE 

Clark (1999) has focused on a concern for silenced voices and on cultivating one’s 
authentic voice. Insights such as the “unarticulated self perishes” (Christ 1986) and 
“hearing into speech” (Morton 1985) suggest the importance of creating a space 
where each student’s “voice” can be heard into existence, and each student can 
articulate her or his own experiences and meanings (see also Kincheloe, Slattery, 
and Steinberg 2000; McDermott 1999). Using the genuine interests and concerns 
of students of color as a source of speech topics and encouraging certain delivery 
skills help cultivate authentic voice. Maintaining eye contact and spending sub- 
stantial portions of a speech with no lectern or table as a barrier between them- 
selves and their audience cultivate a sense in students that they can truly connect 
with others about what matters to them most, and that others find their “voice” 
worth hearing. 

Becoming aware of the role of one’s context and voice can be achieved by 
many means, some mentioned elsewhere in this essay. One particular approach 
that has proven effective is regular self-reflection about many aspects of one’s pub- 
lic speaking. 

SELF-REFLECTIVE CRITIQUE 

Drawing from cognitive psychology, personal reflection on the reality of what is 
happening versus distorted nonreality-based thinking is a proven method for deal- 
ing with anxiety (Burns 1999), including the common anxiety of speaking in pub- 
lic. Using self-reflective critiques about individual and group presentations 
throughout the course seems to successfully help students cognitively restructure 
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their thinking about the public speaking situation, decrease anxiety, and gain a 
sense of control over themselves (Dwyer 1998; Foss and Foss 1994; Lucas 2001). 
Self-reflective critique can be used after each speech assignment in the form of 
sense-making triangulation (Dervin and Clark 1999) to reflect on different aspects 
of the situation. Sense-making triangulation is a methodology that asks a person 
to reflect on the situation, gap, bridge, and outcome of a step they are taking. 
Applying this methodology to speech assignments, students are asked to consider 
the following questions, after some time has passed (to allow the adrenaline to 
leave their bodies, and thus to facilitate more realistic thinking): (1) What did I 
want to accomplish in this speech? (2) What actually happened as I delivered the 
speech? (3) Did anything help? What? (4) Did anything not help? What? (5) What 
do I want to try next time? By using this triangulation, students begin to get a 
sense of how their own thinking can help or hinder them, and plan strategies to 
build on strengths and strengthen weaknesses. 

Self-reflective critique is grounded in the notion that students’ life experi- 
ences as members of marginalized groups play a central role in learning and cul- 
tivating speaking skills. As an empowering classroom tool, it encourages students 
to cultivate authentic voice and link daily experiences with classroom concepts. In 
addition to self-reflective critique, students of color can be empowered through 
classroom activities that encourage them to explore cultural identity. 

Cultural Identity as Empowerment 

As racial and ethnic diversity on college campuses grows, students are challenged 
with finding a means to maintain and strengthen their cultural identity while 
engaging successfully in the diverse environment. Introductory Speech courses 
provide an ideal environment in which students can examine the relationship 
between communication and cultural identity and can develop communication 
skills that will empower them as they live and work in a diverse world. 

Research in intercultural communication has generated much knowledge of 
identity and cultural adaptation (see Chen and Starosta 1998; Gudykunst and Kim 
1997; Martin and Nakayama 1997; Samovar and Porter 2000). Identity develops 
through communication with others (Collier 2000; Hecht, Collier, and Ribeau 
1993), and our cultural identities influence our communication with others. Fur- 
ther, individuals might have multiple cultural identities that are defined through 
communication with others (Collier 2000). How much individuals want to main- 
tain their own identity versus how much they want to become part of the new 
environment is one of the important issues that affects their adaptation to a cul- 
turally diverse environment (Martin and Nakayama 1997). 

Students’ identities are shaped by their racial and ethnic experiences as well 
as by their social interactions with family members, friends, schoolmates, and oth- 
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ers. Through a specific speaking assignment — the “Who I Am” speech — stu- 
dents can explore issues surrounding cultural identity and race/ethnic diversity. 
The “Who I Am” speech allows students to use a first-person voice to speak about 
their cultural experience and helps them develop positive impressions toward their 
racially and ethnically diverse classmates. Because it represents such a valuable 
learning opportunity, teachers would do well to use the “Who I Am” speech as the 
first graded speaking assignment, rather than merely as an ice-breaker (which is 
often the case in the Introductory Speech course). Through this assignment, stu- 
dents learn how racial, ethnic, and cultural diversity shapes their own beliefs, .atti- 
tudes, and behaviors as well as those of others. This recognition helps maintain 
and further develop an individual’s cultural identity. 

Research for the “Who I Am” speech has two objectives. First, because their 
direct experience and access to cultures other than their own might be limited, 
students are to explore not only their own cultural experience but also that of 
other cultural groups through a variety of sources. Knowledge of other cultures 
can help them understand their own culture and identify the significant aspects of 
their experiences and the important issues in their life. Second, with the teacher’s 
guidance, students are to search and evaluate the information pertaining to their 
culture and the issues with which they are connected. Based on their own experi- 
ence, students can examine the nature of the information, whether it is accurate 
or inaccurate and biased or unbiased. Students then will better understand the 
potential impact of communication (e.g., mass media) on their own life and other 
people’s lives as well. 

Additional benefits of the “Who I Am” speech come after the speeches are 
delivered. Teachers can select a few speeches and ask students to discuss them 
from their own perspectives/experiences. Students are to list the things they 
learned about a different culture and some things not covered that they want to 
know. They also document the unique features of the speaker’s delivery style and 
writing. Several objectives can be accomplished through such discussion. First, 
teachers can emphasize how culture influences our communication with others; 
for example, the verbal and nonverbal language used in the speeches and the opin- 
ions expressed in them. Second, teachers can demonstrate how communication 
can help people better understand and respect the differences between cultures, 
and how miscommunication can yield negative effects such as prejudice and 
stereotyping. Third, and perhaps most important, critiquing speeches of cultural 
identity opens a direct dialogue between students with different cultural back- 
grounds. Communication is the means to overcome many barriers they face on 
culturally diverse campuses. 

Through the “Who I Am” speech, students are exposed to the concepts of 
social diversity and multiculturalism; they learn about differences between race, 
ethnicity, and cultural groups; they come to understand the importance of com- 
munication in dealing with complex cultural issues; and more important, they pre- 
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pare themselves for cultural diversity in the classroom and the broader communi- 
ty. In conjunction with self-reflective critique, the “Who I Am speech empowers 
students by enabling them to cultivate their own voices grounded in their experi- 
ences as members of marginalized groups. These exercises — when framed by the 
critical teaching philosophies elaborated on in this essay — encourage students 
and teachers to explore how material experiences rooted in and shaped by race and 
ethnicity impact communication, including what one chooses to speak about, how 
one researches and delivers a speech, and how one’s message is interpreted. 

Learning Communities as Empowerment 

Teaching philosophies and classroom activities are only effective to the extent that 
they reach students “where they are” and encourage active engagement that fos- 
ters a deeper, more meaningful learning experience. So it is imperative that we dis- 
cover ways to engage our students, particularly students of color. 

Research has demonstrated that students stay engaged when they partici- 
pate in learning communities (Gabelnick et al. 1990), and engaged students suc- 
ceed in the university setting and their retention rates increase. More specifically, 
students of color benefit from the learning community model, which fosters an 
appreciation for diversity in the campus setting. The block scheduling of classes 
characteristic of learning communities encourages students of various back- 
grounds to spend more time together, and within the classroom they continue the 
dialogue with other students as they work together on projects. In research, par- 
ticipants in learning communities express an appreciation for diversity they 
were able to go beyond a stereotype and get to know an individual. 

THE LEARNING COMMUNITY MODEL 

The structure of the learning community model varies — some might be pre- 
pared in exhaustive detail, while others are loosely structured (Goodsell et al. 
1992; Shapiro and Levine 1999). Learning communities do share two character- 
istics: Students are scheduled together in several courses, and the faculty attempt 
to provide an intellectual bridge between the various courses. The university coor- 
dinates the grouping of faculty and courses and the block scheduling of students. 
In preparation, the faculty members meet to coordinate goals and assignments; 
then during the semester they meet periodically to discuss students’ progress and 
ways to achieve student success. Tin to, Love, and Russo (1994) discuss the use of 
learning communities to address students’ needs. Let’s close this essay with a case 
study from our own campus, the University of Akron, where we have seen the 
benefits of the model for students of color. 
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APPLICATION 

The assistant dean of the University College coordinates the learning communi- 
ties for the University. (Other administrative structures are possible, as discussed 
by Shapiro and Levine 1 999.) Coordination duties include the scheduling of stu- 
dents in blocks so they attend the same three courses, and holding meetings with 
the faculty members to encourage discussion. Three courses — Freshman Orien- 
tation, English Composition, and Effective Oral Communication (an Introducto- 
ry Speech course) — make up a typical learning community. Its faculty members 
coordinated course goals and assignments prior to the semester beginning. Then 
during the semester, they met to discuss each student’s grade, attitude, and 
progress. By working together and by letting the students know they worked 
together, the faculty were able to maintain close contact with each student. 

The success of the learning community lies in the continued dialogue 
between faculty, between students, and between faculty and students. Students of 
color benefit from such engaged dialogue because it creates a sense of communi- 
ty within our large, urban, commuter school — a community that stems from, and 
draws upon, the specific standpoints of students with various racial, ethnic, and 
socioeconomic backgrounds. The University is set in a metropolitan area of 2.8 
million people. Within walking distance of downtown, it enrolls some 24,000 stu- 
dents. The University faces typical educational needs, which can be addressed by 
learning communities. As Goodsell et al. (1992) state: 

Learning communities directly confront multiple problems plaguing under- 
graduate education: the fragmentation of general-education classes, the iso- 
lation of students (especially on large campuses or commuter schools), the 
lack of meaningful connection building between classes, the need for greater 
intellectual interaction between students and faculty, and the lack of sus- 
tained opportunities for faculty development. (19) 

The learning community model offers a practical reform to the modern-day splin- 
tering effects of education (Lieberman 1996, 2000) by working within the current 
financial restraints (Kadel and Keehner 1994) of the typical university and offer- 
ing real benefits to students. 

BENEFITS 

Sharing similar schedules and the challenges of academic assignments forges 
bonds among learning community students. Students work together through 
group projects that might cross over traditional course boundaries. The learning 
community model encourages understanding and diversity. In our case, one stu- 
dent acknowledged that she developed friendships with students whom she typi- 
cally would not have come in contact with, as a result of her learning community. 
She learned to appreciate diversity as a positive factor on the University campus. 
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Sonia Nieto (1999) addresses creating multicultural learning communities. Stu- 
dents’ views toward the world become more global and they develop more- 
inclusive perspectives. This increased awareness encourages civic participation 
(King 1997). Another student involved in our learning community learned about 
student government in researching a speech for a Communication class. He sub- 
sequently ran for office in the Student Government Association. 

Studies indicate that students of color lag behind European-American stu- 
dents in the rate at which they enroll in and complete college (Chesler and Malani 
1993). When students participate in learning communities, however, grade-point 
averages and student retention rates increase. The retention rate for students 
involved in our Fall 1999 learning communities was 89 percent, compared with 
an overall University retention rate of 83 percent. One student stated that he 
learned to study and his GPA was 3.9 during the semester he participated in a 
learning community. Students gain self-confidence as a result of the camaraderie 
that carries over between classes. This self-confidence is evident in behavioral 
changes. Gabelnick et al. (1990) report that students “form study groups and pay 
close attention to subgroups in the community” (59). Students develop a “sense of 
responsible citizenship” insofar as they “feel a community obligation to complete 
their assignments, attend class, and share their ideas with one another” (59). These 
positive behavioral changes ultimately contribute to success. 

The learning community model is based on block scheduling and faculty 
coordination to create an intellectual bridge. The University of Akron is one 
example of the successful incorporation of learning communities as part of a 
school’s academic mission. In conjunction with critical teaching philosophies and 
specific classroom activities, learning communities assist in the development and 
success of students of color by creating an environment of empowering, engaged 
communication. 

Conclusion 

Communication classrooms hold the potential to create a learning environment 
that engages and empowers students who have historically been marginalized on 
college campuses. This essay explored pedagogies of empowerment, a teaching 
approach that builds on the insights that come out of diverse learning environ- 
ments. A central premise underlying pedagogies of empowerment is that students’ 
needs and perspectives are shaped, in part, by concrete material experiences, 
which must be recognized and engaged in order to promote student success. Crit- 
ical teaching perspectives informed by materialist and standpoint theories estab- 
lish an overall classroom philosophy that views both teaching and learning as the 
“practice of freedom” and that seeks to challenge dominant ideologies and insti- 
tutions that continue to marginalize students of color. Through classroom activi- 
ties that center on self-reflection and cultural identity, students gain further expe- 
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rience applying Communication concepts and skills to their lived experiences in 
order to gain insight into the ways that discrimination can be challenged, in the 
classroom and the broader community. Finally, the learning community model 
provides an institution-wide means for creating classroom communities that 
explore diversity and devote attention to the needs of students of color. 

The teaching philosophies and classroom activities explored in this essay do 
not exhaust the possibilities for pedagogies of empowerment. Rather they provide 
a starting point from which future studies could expand. As Communication 
teachers committed to ensuring the success of students of color, we all must con- 
tinue to develop teaching philosophies and classroom activities that speak to stu- 
dents’ real-life experiences, which have been marked by exclusion, discrimination, 
and marginalization. We must continue to explore how to make the Communi- 
cation classroom a place where dominant ideologies are challenged, diverse voic- 
es are heard, and perhaps most important where motivation is fostered to apply 
Communication concepts to the broader community in order to transform our 
students’ world for the better. 

Notes 

1 . The general-education Speech course is a hybrid course that examines group commu- 
nication and public speaking. 

2. The University of Akron has a population of 23,264 undergraduate and graduate stu- 
dents. Some 20% of the student population is minority or international students. Most 
students — about 90% — commute to campus. A substantial proportion are considered 
“nontraditional” — 41% are older than 25, and 37% of all students attend school part- 
time while holding part- or full-time jobs and meeting family responsibilities outside of 
school. 

3 • Throughout this essay, “material” and “materiality” are used to refer to a reality that 
exists outside of, but is understood through, human discourse. For instance, students of 
color are affected not only by racist language and ideologies but also by racist structures 
and institutions that continue to shape their lives in very concrete ways. It is our con- 
tention that recognition of material structures and institutions, and knowledge of their 
impact, can be used as a starting point for engaging students of color and for cultivating a 
classroom environment where these institutions can be challenged. 
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Reshaping Rhetorical Rivers 

Climate, Communication, and Coherence in the 
Basic Speech Course 
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T he three students stood a few feet apart in the locker room, two speaking and 
one overhearing their conversation, as they all changed clothes. One of the 
two students engaged in the casual conversation remarked how he was thinking 
about transferring from Miami University to another university elsewhere in 
Ohio. 

“I was considering the University of Cincinnati because a lot of my friends 
go there. But I think that I’d rather go to Xavier University.” 

“How come?” said the other student. 

“Well, last time I went to visit I walked around off campus, you know, in the 
neighborhood around the school, and it wasn’t the kind of place I wanted to be. 
It’s in a bad part of town, you know.” 

“Yeah, like the ghetto.” 

“Definitely the ghetto.” 

The conversation occurred between two young European-American men, who 
stood less than five feet from the third student, an African-American man. As the 
two white students walked by him, one heading to the same class he was about to 
attend, the black student wondered to himself whether they had any idea how 
uncomfortable their comments had made him feel, and how it was that the white 
student who had decided not to attend the University of Cincinnati had come to 
believe that it was in a “bad” part of town. Had he been accosted or followed? Had 
someone called him a bad name, or used a racial slur? Or had he simply seen noth- 
ing more than people different from himself, people whom he could only see 
through his “inner eyes,” who were for all intents and purposes invisible to him as 
people. People who were just like this black student standing a few feet away, with 
whom he shared a classroom experience and, evidently, not much more. 

We begin with this anecdote because we, like Mary Patterson McPherson, 
former president of Bryn Mawr College, believe that the students of color “most 
comfortable at whatever college they [attend] also [tend] to be the most success- 
ful academically” (in Bowen and Bok 1998: 82). McPherson’s comments suggest 
that any attempt to address the academic success of students of color must ulti- 
mately deal with the issue of climate, and we agree. In this essay, we will amplify 
her observations to consider how the intellectual and institutional climates that 
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students of color are likely to face in basic Communication courses have the 
potential to ensure — or injure — their chances of success. 

Our focus is first on the social and institutional contexts that circumscribe 
how and what faculty teach and evaluate, and then on those specific curricular 
strategies that might transform the atmosphere and outcomes of the basic Public 
Speaking course. That is, while we wish to offer some insights into the importance 
of pedagogical and curricular strategies for creating inclusive and affirmative cli- 
mates for student learning, we believe that it is equally important, if not more 
important, to carefully consider what impact beliefs and assumptions about iden- 
tity and difference have on the ability to create such climates. If we are to success- 
fully reshape Communication curricula in ways that will encourage conversations 
about inclusive teaching and learning and the importance of larger diversity issues 
across disciplines, then we must acknowledge the social exigencies and cultural 
impediments to education and communication that inhibit the success of students 
of color and continue to cripple the moral and intellectual development of large 
numbers of European-American students and faculty. 

Initially, we shall consider one of the more important contemporary studies 
addressing the issue of climate generally, and reffame one of the observations 
made by its authors about racial difference and identity. Next, we will examine one 
particular university’s efforts to address issues of inclusivity at an institutional level, 
and consider how those efforts suggest that an enlarged understanding of diversi- 
ty is critical to transforming the cultural and intellectual climates within which stu- 
dents of color must function. Finally, we will discuss how we might recognize the 
Public Speaking class, one of the most essentially basic courses in Communica- 
tion, as an arena within which students of different backgrounds and experiences 
might renegotiate their relationships with themselves and one another. Our pur- 
pose is to establish a theoretical framework for examining the institutional and 
attitudinal impediments to diversity efforts, then segue between theory and prac- 
tice by examining an existing university program that cuts across the curriculum, 
and finally synthesize the theoretical and practical insights into a program of 
implementation that can reshape pedagogical practice and redefine what it means 
to be a good person who speaks well. 

The challenge facing Communication scholars of conscience, we believe, is 
twofold: We must recognize how our discipline and the society in which it evolved 
are implicated in the creation of contexts that devalue diversity and undermine an 
appreciation of difference. And, we must be willing to embrace perspectives and 
positions within our field that, although not in the mainstream, offer opportuni- 
ties for reshaping the intellectual tributaries of our discipline and redefining the 
stream of our collective moral consciousness. 
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Some Consequences of Reconsidering Race, 

Identity, and Difference 

In The Shape of the River: Long-Term Consequences of Considering Race in College and 
University Admissions, William G. Bowen and Derek Bok (1998) comment on the 
effect of climate on students of color at several of America’s academically selective 
universities. Their study, which examines personal histories as well as statistical 
data, suggests that climate plays an important role in determining the success of 
students of color in general and African-American students in particular: 

The academic performance of a number of black students seemed clearly 
affected by difficulties in adjusting to new environments. Feelings of in- 
security are by no means limited to any single group of students. Still, black 
students may feel them with special intensity (along with other minority stu- 
dents and some low-[socioeconomic status] white students). (82) 

Because academic institutions reflect the beliefs and assumptions of a particular 
class, race, or gender, students whose identities and experiences fall outside those 
social and symbolic boundaries often suffer academically and face difficulties 
adjusting to unfamiliar intellectual and cultural contexts. To succeed, both aca- 
demically and socially, black students, other students of color, and white students 
of low socioeconomic status are often forced to conform to dominant institu- 
tional and attitudinal norms. 

Learning how to adjust to contexts and norms different from what they are 
used to — that is, “learning to cope with diversity” (1998: 222) — is an especially 
critical skill for African-American students to gain, assert Bowen and Bok: 

Because of their minority status, it has to be much harder for black Ameri- 
cans ... to contemplate “doing well” in life if they are unable to work effec- 
tively with members of the white majority. They have no choice but to take 
seriously the importance of “getting along.” (221-222) 

From this, Bowen and Bok conclude that 

the educational value of learning to cope with diversity may well be even 
greater for black students than for white students — in spite of the fact that 
much of the discussion of diversity focuses on ways in which white students 
are presumed to learn from black classmates. (222) 

While we agree with Bowen and Bok’s assessment of the significance of cli- 
mate and the importance of learning to cope with diversity for African-American 
students’ success, we question any implication that the lessons of diversity might 
be more important for students of color than for white students. That is, if, as 
Bowen and Bok suggest, the focus has been on what white students can learn 
about diversity from their classmates’ black identity, then it is clear to us that not 
enough thought has been given to white identity and its impact on the creation of 
climates in which diversity is valued. Why might this be? As Robert Terry argued 
almost 30 years ago, “to be White in America is to not have to think about it” 
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(1981: 120). Thus, any attempt to create a culture of inclusion in university and 
college classrooms must directly deal with the extent to which whiteness is seen as 
the norm as it impacts the beliefs and assumptions of European-American stu- 
dents and faculty. 

Our refr aming of Bowen and Bok’s point in The River is influenced by a sig- 
nificant amount of contemporary research in Education and Communication. As 
Maurianne Adams observes, 

The general absence of conscious cultural identity among many Euro- 
American students . . . obscures the larger issue of cultural difference, 
reduces all cultural experience to a single dominant norm, and dismisses as 
frivolous the culture-consciousness of nontraditional students who want to 
stress and value their own ethnic roots. (1992: 6) 

Adams also examines the impact that faculty have on creating and sustaining class- 
room climates that can disadvantage and disempower students of color: “The role 
of college faculty in consciously or unconsciously transmitting a dominant cultur- 
al system is especially important in addressing present challenges, since, in higher 
education, all roads lead back to faculty, who have control of matters of teaching, 
evaluation, and curriculum” (1992: 7). 

Faculty play a particularly critical role in creating context for inclusivity and 
valuing diversity, explains Adams, and many have begun to recognize that creat- 
ing a context for enhancing diversity demands that faculty address more than what 
students of color might or might not be capable of teaching white students. They 
must also address what white students have been taught to believe about them- 
selves — and its consequences. “On many college campuses, efforts to preserve 
gains of the civil rights movement are yielding a growing white backlash,” explains 
Christine Sleeter, “as white students fear that they are now the victims and targets 
of systematic racism” (1997: ix). This ideology of innocence, which has surfaced 
in classrooms across the country, undermines the possibility for white students to 
speak openly and honesdy about race with black students in particular and with 
students of color in general. 

Indeed, the “recovery of race” (Gresson 1995) that lately characterizes much 
of white discourse reflects the psychological anxieties brought about by an increas- 
ingly pluralistic and multicultural society in which European Americans must 
come face-to-face with difference on a daily basis. There are significant conse- 
quences for communication, especially those forms of communication that place 
a premium on self-reflexivity and affirmative interaction. Sleeter continues: 

Cross-racial dialogue about racism, which involves white people, however, is 
rare and difficult to develop and sustain. Dialogue requires that people be 
able to articulate some analysis of racism and one’s own position in a racist 
structure, one’s own feeling and experiences, and the choices one has for 
acting differently. Most white people do not talk about racism, do not recog- 
nize the existence of institutional racism, and feel personally threatened by 
the mention of racism. (1997: x) 
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The lack of constructive communication about race between white people and 
people of color and the rhetoric of denial that characterizes European-American 
discourse on race have been addressed by Communication scholars interested in 
the ways in which language constructs difference and identity (see van Dijk 1987; 
McPhail 1994). Communication researchers also have examined the ways in 
which education itself influences racial understanding and misunderstanding in 
increasingly subtle and insidious ways. 

Among them, Rosalee Clawson and Elizabeth Kegler (2000) have examined 
how race is “coded” in textbook discussions of poverty. Their examination of 
American Government textbooks reveals that portrayals of poverty are “much 
more likely to reinforce existing (erroneous and insidious) beliefs regarding black 
citizens in our society than to challenge prevailing stereotypes or undermine 
racism” (184). Because textbook portrayals of poverty have a potentially detri- 
mental effect on students, who generally view such portrayals as “objective” 
accounts of “reality,” Clawson and Kegler are very interested in the role of pro- 
fessors and publishing companies in perpetuating a distorted understanding of 
relationships between poverty and race. “In the world of textbook publishing, pro- 
fessors make the acquisition decisions. Is it the case that publishing companies are 
simply providing professors with textbooks that resonate with their predisposi- 
tions?” (2000: 185). Or, they ask, is it possible that the racial coding of poverty 
might be perpetuated by the publishers themselves, which “may have an ideolog- 
ical interest in promoting visual depictions of the poor that reinforce existing 
inequities in our society” (185)? Given the extensiveness of this misinformation 
and miseducation and the failure of educational institutions themselves to inter- 
rogate the social and symbolic realities of racial privilege, it is not difficult to 
understand how students could uncritically conflate race and poverty, seeing the 
two as isomorphic: “Definitely the ghetto.” 

Indeed, as van Dijk’s research reveals, educational institutions are deeply 
implicated in the perpetuation of racial privilege. He writes that “neither the con- 
tent and style of educational discourse nor the organization of education exactly 
favors a point of view that might challenge the extant power relations in Euro- 
peanized societies” (1993: 238). The result, he suggests, is the creation and per- 
petuation of academic climates that undermine the success of students of color. 
“Lacking identification and recognition, and confronted with many subtle and 
blatant forms of everyday racism in textbooks, classrooms, or playgrounds, 
minority students face a challenge that has obvious repercussions on their 
performance” (238). 

Although van Dijk contends that the defense of whiteness is directly related 
to the problems that students of color face in academic contexts and communities, 
he indicates also that the climate it creates undermines the capacity for white stu- 
dents to critically interrogate their own identities. Whereas students of color 
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develop strategies for resistance to the negative messages they encounter on a reg- 
ular basis, white students “are largely prevented from acquiring the fundamental 
knowledge and attitudes that prepare them for a more critical role in society” 
(240). Van Dijk’s research, like that of a number of race-relations scholars, 
prompts us to critically reconsider the roles of race, identity, difference, and priv- 
ilege in defining the exigencies and constraints facing Communication educators 
committed to creating more-inclusive classroom communities. 

Reshaping What We Mean by “Race” 

The current rhetorical situation of race relations in America is marked by an 
imperfect understanding of the role of racial privilege and entitlement, imperfect in 
that its material and economic consequences have been erased from the minds of 
most white Americans. “Whites, according to polls,” explains Harlon L. Dalton, 
“do not view the current racial malaise as their responsibility” (1995: 7). Dalton 
argues that this denial, while perhaps understandable, is ultimately “wronghead- 
ed,” since it leads to a distortion of history, a retreat from reason, and the belief 
that African Americans are simply the victims of their own self-destructive behav- 
ior. He concludes that “unless one attributes the community’s self-inflicted 
wounds to some character defect inherent in the race, we cannot simply dismiss 
the lively possibility that white indifference and ‘benign neglect’ have contributed 
to the problem” (8). Unfortunately, contemporary discourse on race would seem 
to indicate that most white Americans have done just that — opted for the “char- 
acter defect” explanation. 

Further compounding this misperception is the tendency for contemporary 
discussions of difference and diversity to reduce race to black and white and ignore 
the complex elements of social stratification and subordination that are factors in 
the lives of many Americans of color. Thus, while an understanding of the role of 
whiteness is necessary, it is by no means sufficient for the reshaping of our intel- 
lectual and cultural climates. 

A reshaping of the very idea of race is also called for. 

EXPANDING OUR UNDERSTANDING OF DIFFERENCE AND DIVERSITY 

The 1968 Kemer commission report, in addressing issues of black/white racial 
discord in this country, warned: “Our nation is moving toward two societies, one 
black, one white — separate and unequal.” Now, more than three decades later, 
that warning could be modified to acknowledge that the nation is moving toward 
a divide on not only black/white relations but also brown/white, black/brown, 
male/female, young/old, and on and on. In effect, today we are moving toward a 
nation — regardless of our growing need to function collectively — that is more 
segregated and separated on more dimensions than ever and less able to commu- 
nicate across those lines. We see rifts between diverse groups only exacerbated by 
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growing and destructive ignorance of “the other,” in which rumor, myths, stereo- 
types, and miscommunication supplant informed, accurate understanding. 

While conversations about diversity generally imply a broader understand- 
ing of the various differences that members of American society bring to the table 
of our common destiny, such conversations too often turn back to discussions of 
race in terms of black and white. This conversational turn continues to occur in 
spite of an enormous amount of data showing that America is becoming a multi- 
cultural population with global interests and connections. At the level of social and 
institutional policy, the need to reframe race in terms of diversity is critical. Soci- 
ologist William Julius Wilson (1999), in the conclusion of his recent work on 
racial inequality in American society, concurs: “Adequate political solutions to the 
global economic problems confronting the majority of Americans will not be 
found until white, black, Latino, Asian, and Native Americans begin thinking 
more about what they have in common and less about their differences” (117). 
Consequently, Wilson suggests that we must not only rethink, revitalize, and 
rearticulate our own founding principles but also come to grips with the potential 
human bonding and cultural growth that can occur if diversity is viewed as a pos- 
itive resource for intellectual growth, change, and nation building. 

At the same time, he notes, the nation must acknowledge and realize that 
embracing diversity and achieving equity, as the past informs us, will be no easy 
matter: “Given the racial friction that has adversely affected intergroup relations, 
particularly in urban America, the formation of a multiracial reform coalition to 
pursue a mass-based economic agenda is likely to be difficult” (123). Although 
Wlson is primarily concerned with the larger economic and political conse- 
quences of social division and stratification, he also addresses the impact of “cul- 
tural racism” on the potential for building coalitions in educational institutions. 
The assumptions of cultural racism support the notion that minorities suffer dis- 
proportionately from poverty and inequality because of something inherent in the 
contents of their characters. Wilson explains that “cultural racism, not only in 
educational institutions but also in other public and private institutions of Ameri- 
can society, impedes the progress of blacks and other minorities, and ultimately 
reinforces individual cultural racist beliefs about their traits and capabilities” (18). 
The unfortunate result of cultural racism is that it undermines the possibility of 
constructive dialogue and coalition building: “Many white Americans are more 
likely to have an unfavorable impression of African Americans and therefore [are] 
less likely to join forces with them in a common endeavor” (18-19). While Wil- 
son’s focus is on black and white Americans, his analysis of racial antagonism is 
clearly concerned with the need for contemporary dialogues about diversity to 
move beyond black/white conceptions of race. 

In terms of its educational implications, Wilson’s analysis suggests that mov- 
ing forward and establishing meaningful understanding and productive relations 
will require honest dialogues, difficult (though not hostile) confrontations, and a 
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willingness to learn from others to explore issues and experiences across the 
boundaries that currently fragment the community. Thus, to appreciate diversity, 
each member of the community will need to engage in reflection and meaningful 
discussions about all forms of difference. Put another way, we must learn to com- 
municate with one another across the divides, to move beyond debate and toward 
dialogue. 

But by dialogue we mean more than simply discussion, we mean a con- 
sciously nonoppositional discursive strategy, “a communicative process that 
reflects social experience in order to understand the social and historical forces at 
work” (Adams 1997: 39) in our interactions with one another. Maurianne Adams 
describes dialogue in precisely these terms, and views it as a pedagogical strategy 
for educating individuals about social justice and diversity. Drawing upon the work 
of Freire and others, she acknowledges the capacity for such dialogue to enhance 
critical and self-reflexive understanding, and to provide students with the intellec- 
tual and empathic resources necessary “to name and discuss ‘coded situations’” 
(39). Like Adams, Communication scholars also see the value 9f dialogue as a 
potentially transformative strategy for understanding and appreciating diversity. 
Sally Miller Gearhart’s (1979) articulation of a “womanized” rhetoric and Mark 
McPhail’s (1995) theory of “rhetorical coherence” both emphasize dialogue as a 
nonoppositional, nonconfrontational alternative to the persuasive emphases of 
traditional rhetoric. We shall return to this conception of dialogue below to illus- 
trate how it offers a viable vehicle for understanding and appreciating diversity 
within the context of the basic course in Communication. 

However, for any Communication program to contribute to improving 
campus climate for all students (including students of color), we must remember 
that success is possible only by focusing on the development of the complete stu- 
dent, with a particular emphasis on his or her individual identity. Quality educa- 
tion in today’s environment facilitates such development by stimulating students 
to appreciate their own cultural backgrounds; the diversity of cultural back- 
grounds they will encounter on and off campus; and understanding other signifi- 
cant aspects of identity such as race, gender, sexual preference, physical ability, 
social class, religious beliefs, and different value hierarchies. 

Such an approach to education and development reflects the process of 
what Aaron David Gresson (1995) describes as “enlargement,” a strategy for self- 
recovery that is inclusive and integrative. Gresson explains that enlargement “can- 
not occur as sleight of hand” or be “gerrymandered into vitality and integrity” 
(2 14). It cannot, in short, simply be a quick fix; instead it must “be part of a global, 
species-specific maturation. But it requires that we collectively begin the syste- 
matic rebuilding of a healthier, more inclusive set of formative images” (214). 
Those images, Gresson suggests, demand that we see racial difference in relation 
to its many shades, and diversity in terms of its numerous nuances: “We must 
delimit these images enough to inspire identification and involvement, yet make 
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them expansive enough to embrace the integrity of world communities” (214). 
Gresson’s transformative vision, like those of Wilson, Adams, and Gearhart, 
acknowledges the need to understand diversity in terms of not only race but also 
class, gender, and other shades of difference. It is the same vision that informs our 
own university’s attempt to affirm the value of diversity, through an institutional- 
ly initiated program called “Mosaic.” 

FROM THEORY TO PRACTICE AT MIAMI UNIVERSITY 

Like many colleges and universities across the country, Miami University (Ohio) 
was faced with all of the challenges that accompany attempts to address issues of 
overall climate and diversity on campus. As a predominandy white campus chal- 
lenged with improving diversity in terms of raw numbers and representation of 
minority populations, Miami was realizing that improving numbers without actu- 
ally altering the campus climate would solve litde. In fact, as a result of many long 
and impassioned discussions, many at Miami came to understand that regardless 
of the composition of the student/faculty body, students from diverse backgrounds 
would not remain or feel comfortable in the current environment, regardless of all 
recruiting and support efforts. At the same time, Miami recognized that its 
homogenous composition was not effectively preparing its students for an increas- 
ingly diverse world. The Mosaic program was the university’s response. 

Mosaic was consciously developed at Miami University to improve the edu- 
cational environment, and to create a climate where each member of the academ- 
ic community could engage others and learn from their individual experiences and 
knowledge in an atmosphere as open and hospitable to all as possible. The pro- 
gram emphasizes several goals and principles, with recommendations to bring 
about the changes necessary to improve the existing campus environment. Its 
objectives were to create an environment that: 

S3 is safe and free from harassment and discrimination for all members of 
the community, and especially for members of underrepresented 
groups; 

E3 would facilitate each student’s ability and opportunity to learn about his 
or her own unique cultural identity; and 

0 would facilitate each student’s learning and appreciation of national cul- 
tures different from his or her own. 

In all respects, the recommendations were designed to make the environment on 
Miami University’s campus open and receptive to difference and diversity, and to 
begin the process of communication across the divides. 

Success of the Mosaic program has not yet been definitively measured, but 
an anecdote might indicate its potential to create change and reframe diversity 
issues. At a recent meeting of administrators in which the adoption of a diversity 
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requirement was being discussed, one associate dean who had been actively 
involved in Mosaic was asked whether the program had been successful in its 
attempts to change student attitudes and beliefs. “I can’t be sure about the effect 
it’s had on the students,” he remarked, “but I sure know that it has transformed 
me.” His comments indicate to us that the Mosaic program has the potential to 
successfully address issues of climate and diversity on our campus. 

Central to that success, we believe, was the realization that faculty could be 
trained through interactive, dialogical programs to recognize the factors that 
silence people, and trained to address those problems when they surfaced. This 
dialogic emphasis helped faculty reshape their own understandings of difference 
and identity and better understand the points of view of their students, and it 
offered insights into how they might conduct their own classes in ways that would 
create more comfortable learning atmospheres. 

Many faculty discovered that diversity was less about the numbers of stu- 
dents and faculty of color on campus than it was about the ability of an individual 
to create an environment in which people could speak to one another without 
silencing anyone else. That discovery has critical implications for the discipline of 
Communication and our ability to successfully create similar environments in our 
basic classes. Explains Lori J. Carrell: “Increasing awareness of diversity has gen- 
erated introspection, discussion, and change in many disciplines at many univer- 
sities in this country. . . . The [Communication discipline is no exception to this 
national trend” (1997: 234). Carrell’s essay is one of the few systematic assessments 
of diversity initiatives in the Communication curriculum. While her main empha- 
sis is on facilitating student empathy, her conclusions have implications for facul- 
ty as well. “Complete integration of multiculturalism into our discipline,” she 
writes, “will involve infusing, adding, and changing our curriculum and pedagogy” 
(243). 

So what might those infusions, additions, and changes look like in one of 
our discipline’s most basic courses, in Public Speaking? 

Reshaping Rhetoric 

TRANSFORMING THE BASIC COURSE IN PUBLIC SPEAKING 

The comments of that associate dean about the success of the Mosaic program 
invite us to consider how Communication curricula might be similarly transfor- 
mative, not only for faculty but also for students. If the key to enabling inclusion 
is the creation of a classroom climate that celebrates diversity, then each of us must 
assess the assumptions upon which we base our teaching style and course design, 
recognizing limitations and barriers to cultivating an inclusive classroom. This is 
particularly important in introductory courses such as Interpersonal Communica- 
tion and Public Speaking, because such courses are often students’ first experience 
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of the Communication discipline. 

Yet, that assessment can be extremely difficult, even for educators commit- 
ted to diversity and social justice. Maurianne Adams quotes bell hooks’s observa- 
tions that even teachers who have no trouble “embracing new ways of thinking 
may still be as resolutely attached to old ways of practicing teaching as their more 
conservative colleagues” (1997: 30). Nowhere are these attachments more pro- 
nounced, we would suggest, than in our basic courses. Yet, those courses offer sin- 
gular opportunities for faculty to engage issues of inclusion and demonstrate the 
ways that communication sensitivity can transform ourselves and others. Such 
ideas of inclusion are deeply embedded in the history of our discipline. From its 
early rhetorical tradition to the emergence in this century of the discipline of 
Communication, ours is a hybrid of disciplines as we recognize our connections 
to Poetics, Philosophy, Psychology, Sociology, Political Science, Critical Studies. 
This position — at the intersection of many academic disciplines — offers us a 
unique opportunity to engage students in reflections on their own identities. The 
prospects for addressing inclusion are more apparent in the basic Interpersonal 
Communication course, because it centers on individuals engaged in dyadic inter- 
actions; but the Public Speaking course presents a challenge, because it has 
evolved through a relatively unchanged and unchallenged set of parameters for 
effective public address. 

Paradoxically, these parameters arose from Greco-Roman cultures that rec- 
ognized the inherent right of citizens to participate in their own governance, even 
as they suppressed a majority of the population by excluding them from the pub- 
lic forum. Perhaps our own tradition of public address education exhibits a simi- 
lar internal paradox. That is, while valuing the act of public expression, conven- 
tional Public Address courses sanction unexamined assumptions about public 
advocacy. Our courses frequendy adopt the models of Greece and Rome without 
further examination. This lack of reflection privileges Western, hierarchical mod- 
els over other alternatives. In an increasingly interconnected world, it is important 
to expand the choices to equip our students to both understand arid appreciate 
other approaches to public discourse. 

While we might be tempted to simply reject “the tradition” as incapable of 
addressing contemporary issues of difference and diversity, we might also consid- 
er a more inclusive approach. Susan Jarratt, in Re-Reading the Sophists: Classical 
Rhetoric Refigured, resolves the choice that confronts us in this manner: “One pos- 
sible course for the contemporary rhetorician would be to jettison those classical 
origins as unassimilable to a contemporary context. . . . But I propose that a more 
comprehensive view of ‘the tradition’ will provide rich antecedents for later 
rhetorical developments” (1991 : xix). Jarratt notes that while her analysis “borrows 
from deconstruction the critique of binary structures” (xxiii), it is ultimately a 
reconstructive project, one whose “critical capacity for exposing the contradictions 
inherent in dominant discourse suggests its relevance for literacy teachers today 
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who seek ways to draw out minority voices” (xxiv). Although Jarratt’s primary 
audience is teachers of Composition, her re-reading of the Sophists has important 
implications for teachers of Public Speaking, whose own reshaping of rhetoric 
represents an important challenge to the dominant paradigm of our discipline: the 
practice of persuasion. 

At other junctures in Communication’s history, we’ve encountered similar 
challenges to the dominant paradigm, and often they have resulted in stretching 
the boundaries of acceptable public expression. When Abraham Lincoln 
addressed listeners in the cemetery at Gettysburg, his message was initially over- 
shadowed by rejection of his presentational style; and yet, although Lincoln vio- 
lated the expansive oratorical style of his era, the power of his thoughts and words 
lives on. In similar ways, the messages of Sojourner Truth, Chief Seattle, Freder- 
ick Douglass, and Susan B. Anthony were rejected because of who they were or 
how they framed their ideas. In retrospect, our lives have been enriched because 
expanding the parameters of communication to include others has encouraged 
our receptiveness to those messages. The fundamental lesson taught by our own 
public address history is that valuable ideas often are disregarded because they do 
not fit the prevalent model of communication. If nothing else, history makes the 
case for a more varied, inclusive approach to public expression. Giving people 
more ways to communicate should, by the very nature of our discipline, be our 
goal in the educational process, but particularly at the foundational level of our 
introductory courses. 

In designing the basic courses, however, we realize that we could uninten- 
tionally build in structural impediments to inclusiveness. As Adams explains: “So 
powerful and pervasive are the folkways of academe as reinforcers of traditional 
academic practice that is it understandably difficult for college faculty to see 
beyond their own acculturation and to imagine alternative possibilities for the 
classroom” (1992: 7). Adams’s admonition reminds us that the development of a 
basic course that values diversity must consider the theoretical as well as practical 
dimensions of discourse and pedagogy. If, for example, we echo the words of our 
textbooks and call for a linear pattern of argumentation, then we implicitly send 
the message of privilege for that pattern. Realistically, other patterns have worked 
as effectively and the process of argumentation depends not on a single pattern but 
on arguments in many different guises that reflect the lived interactions of speak- 
ers and listeners with shared sociocultural assumptions within which the argu- 
ments operate. In creating a basic course that conveys the importance of valuing 
diversity, we must operationalize inclusion by addressing day-to-day issues. 

Practically, this means choosing a textbook that offers alternatives, design- 
ing assignments to encourage exploration, addressing concerns about how the 
course will be conducted, and sometimes convincing students that it is important 
to explore multiple views. This process of guiding students, Baxter Magolda 
(1997) explains, “in exploring themselves, evaluating their ideas, and making judg- 
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ments in the context of multiple views helps them to move forward in establish- 
ing values and beliefs that are separate from those in which they were acculturat- 
ed” (18). By thinking about such choices, we’re providing our students with 
opportunities to experience inclusion. 

This emphasis on inclusion returns us to the concept of dialogue as it has 
emerged in contemporary rhetorical theory. While Gearhart’s aforementioned 
emphasis on dialogue saw it, paradoxically, in opposition to persuasion (which she 
defined as “an act of violence”) (1979: 195), recent conceptualizations of the 
rhetorical possibilities of dialogue have placed more stress on inclusivity in both 
theory and practice. Drawing on the work of Gearhart and various other propo- 
nents of dialogue, Sonja K. Foss and Cindy L. Griffin (1995) offer an “invitation- 
al rhetoric” as a communicative strategy that moves public discourse beyond 
persuasion. Foss and Griffin describe invitational rhetoric as “an invitation to 
understanding as a means to create a relationship rooted in equality, immanent 
value, and self-determination” (5). The theoretical emphasis of invitational rheto- 
ric is on dialogue, which stresses inclusivity, empathy, and the withholding of judg- 
ment. “Invitational rhetoric,” they write, “constitutes an invitation to the audience 
to enter the rhetor’s world and to see it as the rhetor does” (5). 

In presenting a particular perspective, the invitational rhetor does not judge 
or denigrate others’ perspectives, but is open to and tries to appreciate and 
validate those perspectives, even if they differ dramatically from the rhetor’s 
own. Ideally, audience members accept the invitation offered by the rhetor 
by listening to and trying to understand the rhetor’s perspective and theh 
presenting their own. When this happens, rhetor and audience alike con- 
tribute to the thinking about an issue so that everyone involved gains a 
greater understanding of the issue in its subtlety, richness, and complexity. 
( 1995 : 5 ) 

Foss and Griffin suggest that invitational rhetoric is not simply an ideal, but it has 
been realized in the discourses of various men and women from different popula- 
tions and perspectives, all of whom emphasize nonoppositional approaches to 
communication. “Because of the nonhierarchical, nonjudgmental, nonadversarial 
framework established for the interaction, an understanding of the participants 
themselves occurs, an understanding that engenders appreciation, value, and a 
sense of equality” (5). Foss and Griffin’s invitational rhetoric coheres theoretical- 
ly with the concerns of educators committed to the teaching of diversity, and offers 
a viable communicative strategy for creating the types of inclusive and accepting 
climates that diversity scholars believe are necessary for transforming educational 
institutions and practices. 

The practical manifestation of this theoretical coherence is seen in Sonja 
and Karen Foss’s (1994) book Inviting Transformation. Foss and Foss offer their 
text as complementary to traditional Public Speaking textbooks, and focus on 
“presentational speaking” as a strategy for inviting transformation. They note that 
the conditions of “safety, value, freedom, and openness” (5) are essential to such 
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transformation, and directly explain to students that because the two authors 
“have chosen to privilege the opportunity for transformation, the kind of speak- 
ing dealt with in this book may look very different from the kinds of speaking with 
which you are familiar” (7). The practice of invitational speaking, they suggest, is 
neither confrontational nor competitive, but is intended to create climates “in 
which others feel valued and free to hold their own perspectives” (7). The condi- 
tions and values they emphasize are reminiscent of those embraced by Miami 
University’s Mosaic program. Foss and Foss are similarly concerned with the need 
to create an environment in which individuals feel safe and free to express them- 
selves without condemnation or criticism. We believe that their book offers an 
excellent theoretical and practical model for the reshaping of rhetorical inquiry 
and expression as it is incorporated into the basic Public Speaking class. In fact, we 
anticipate designing a basic course in which invitational rhetoric will be the pri- 
mary strategy through which students are introduced to the ideas of communica- 
tive diversity and reconceptualizing difference and identity. 

This reconceptualization results in a Public Speaking course in which 
responsibilities for the communicative act have shifted. Instead of placing all focus 
on the speaker, presentational speaking moves some of the responsibility to the lis- 
tener. Privilege has also shifted. Instead of placing emphasis on the speaker for 
generating ideas, the message becomes a co-construction of listeners. The speak- 
er’s role is now seen as the midwife of the message rather than its architect. The 
listener is elevated from an afterthought or one chapter in the standard Public 
Speaking textbook to an integral part of the transaction. In addition, the hierarchy 
of the communication process has flattened through recognition of the equal, par- 
ticipatory role of the listener. Shifting from the dominant emphasis on persuasion 
to an invitational approach in presentational speaking challenges the traditional 
privileging of the speaker that is evident in our unquestioned choices of seeming- 
ly innocuous parts of the communication process such as patterns of argument. It 
invites us to recognize that there are multiple opportunities within the Public 
Speaking course to alter our viewpoints and interrogate the Western model of 
argumentation (i.e., vocally/publicly articulated conclusions, external standards 
for evaluating evidence/supporting material rather than standards created by 
audience, and credibility/ethos dimensions of speakers based on qualities reflect- 
ing the patriarchal Eurocentric assumptions of our culture). An invitational rhet- 
oric implicitly calls into question that dominant paradigm, and explicitly offers an 
alternative conceptualization of discourse that values and affirms diversity and cre- 
ates a climate of inclusivity that could potentially begin the difficult process of 
transforming our educational and intellectual practices. 

We believe that the transformation of our Public Speaking classrooms nec- 
essarily involves establishing an inclusive climate. However, we also recognize that 
it is clearly the instructor who initiates the process. As we examine the role of the 
speaker/listener throughout the course, we can call our students’ attention to the 
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value of individuals and how the community recognizes or is constrained. This is 
the fundamental assumption that we need to foreground in our execution of the 
course. Ultimately, we are responsible for modeling alternative perspectives, artic- 
ulating them in our framing of the syllabus, the examples we choose to highlight, 
and in opening the speaking process. Fundamental to this process is the recogni- 
tion of the inherent assumptions we make in speaking. These are prompted by our 
textbooks. Fundamentally, we privilege whiteness, Western perspectives, and the 
hierarchies inherent in our inherited traditions of communication. These stress 
the linear, assertive demonstrations of credibility: materiality over spirituality, 
assertion over cooperation, aggression over invitation. 

We hope to have shown here how an emphasis on invitational rhetoric in 
the Public Speaking course might help all students better understand the role that 
these privileges play in our lives and relationships with one another. Such an 
understanding could lead to not only a reshaping of rhetoric but also a “re-source- 
ment” of our world and words. As Foss and Foss explain, re-sourcement “may cre- 
ate an open space, then, in which a wider variety of communicative options are 
possible. Opportunities for transformation may emerge that may have seemed vir- 
tually impossible to create at the start of an interaction” (1994: 13). Re-source- 
ment, like dialogue and invitational rhetoric, creates new possibilities for the 
reshaping of rivers, race, and rhetoric and is a reaffirmation of our ability to 
encourage our students to become, in the best tradition of our discipline, good 
persons who speak and act well. 

Reshaping the Student 

We began with an anecdotal account of an interaction whose type, we suspect, is 
all too common on college and university campuses. We began with it because it 
reveals the subde and unconscious ways in which white students can create 
uncomfortable climates for students of color, in this case an African-American 
student. Although the story told a tale of black and white, we hope that you rec- 
ognize that the issues we’ve tried to raise here reveal a much more diverse defini- 
tion of difference, and that the complexity of the issues that face us all cannot 
begin to be understood through the soundbites of casual conversations. 

Indeed, what is perhaps most important about the anecdote is what was left 
unsaid — that the black man in the locker room, in this particular instance, was a 
student in a course but also was a member of the faculty (in fact, one of the authors 
of this essay). But he was assumed to be a student by all in the locker room. And, 
as we said at the outset of this essay, it is such “beliefs and assumptions about iden- 
tity and difference” that so impact our ability to create inclusive and affirmative 
climates for student learning. 

The discomfort he felt most acutely was the land that comes from fearing 
that we might not be able to reshape our students or institutions in ways that will 



McPhail, Scott, and German 91 



facilitate an appreciation of diversity and social justice. It was the kind of fear 
expressed in the words of The Honorable Leon Higginbotham in the aftermath 
of the Hopwood decision, “I sometimes feel as if I am watching justice die” (in 
Bowen and Bok 1998: 286). The kind of fear that makes us sometimes wonder 
why we even try to facilitate a rethinking of identity, difference, and diversity. 

But beyond the fear, we continue to search for hope, and hope to find new 
ways of defining and redefining identity, difference, and diversity. And in our 
searching we will undoubtedly find others also committed to transforming cli- 
mates and transgressing boundaries, to reconstructing educational institutions and 
individual attitudes. The roots of this reconstruction can be grounded in our basic 
courses if we, as Communication scholars and teachers, are willing to rethink our 
pedagogical practices and their implications for enhancing diversity. In the case of 
the basic course in Public Speaking, the incorporation of dialogical and invita- 
tional approaches to rhetoric would move us in the right direction and would 
enhance the contribution that Communication education can make to under- 
standing and valuing diversity. Ultimately, an invitational approach to Public 
Speaking might impart to our students a sense of rhetorical coherence, a “capaci- 
ty to integrate diverse conceptions of reality” (McPhail 1995: 214), that might 
help them synthesize the disciplined study of traditional approaches to Public 
Speaking with a compassionate and nonadversarial appreciation of identity and 
difference. This would be a fitting achievement for a discipline long disparaged by 
the privileged epistemologies and “white mythologies” (Derrida 1974) of science 
and philosophy, and denigrated for nothing other than having been the product 
of an accidental birth in the cradle of Western culture, a strange bedpartner of 
freedom and democracy. 
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A Time for Inclusion 

Strategies for Encouraging the Success of All Students 



Linda G. Seward 



Knowledge is not exactly power. Knowledge is the power to know, to under- 
stand, but not necessarily the power to do or to change. . . . Knowledge 
is power only for those who can use it to change their conditions. (Shor 
1992 : 6 ) 

R esponses to an increasingly diverse America have run the gamut from 
denying the existence of cultural differences among our citizens (see, 
e.g., Kochman 1981) to explicitly addressing issues from multiple perspec- 
tives (see, e.g., DeVito 2001;"Hecht, Collier, and Ribeau 1993; Samovar and 
Porter 2000). While there are a variety of issues to consider when it comes 
to the educational success of students of color, it makes sense to take our cue 
from M.K. Asante. A leading proponent of Afrocentric studies, Asante has 
been in the forefront among those who call for African Americans to be 
included “as a subject of history, not as an object in someone else’s experi- 
ences” (1992: 22). Although universities typically study nonwhite, nonmale 
cultures in separate courses or in separate sections of existing courses, Com- 
munication classes can be exemplars of an integrative approach. Interperson- 
al Communication is particularly amenable to countering such intellectual 
segregation or omission when it comes to diversity. 

The reason that Interpersonal Communication is particularly appropriate as 
a class in which to address diversity issues is that it focuses on concepts rather than 
on groups. Thus, the course sidesteps the issue of bias in who is chosen and who 
is avoided for study and discussion. With topics such as self-concept, perceptions, 
language, family and nonverbal communication, Interpersonal Communication 
presents not only a viable but a natural site for the infusion of multiculturalism. As 
Downey and Torrecilha (1994) noi;e, a concept-oriented course — as opposed to 
one that examines “a group a week”’ — is preferable when addressing multicultural 
topics, because it avoids the tendency of some students to exoticize and stereotype 



Several years ago I developed a Multicultural Communication course for a 
small Midwestern private religious university with an overwhelmingly white stu- 
dent body. Since 1987, the nonwhite student population has increased from 3 per- 
cent to its current level of 7 percent. Developing a diversity course for a decided- 
ly nondiverse population posed new challenges to my teaching practices, as well 
as prompted a great deal of self-reflection. Cognizant of the need for teacher- 
scholars to identify and reflect upon their role in the collection and analysis of 
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data, I consciously reflected upon the implications of my own race (Anglo/Cau- 
casian) and gender (female) for a course about diversity in the United States in 
such a campus environment (for discussions of researchers’ influence on their sub- 
jects, see Bell 1993; Clifford and Marcus 1986; Geertz 1988; Orbe 2000; Petti- 
grew 1981). 

While the class does, in feet, draw a high percentage of minority students, 
it is not unusual for one or two students to be the only members of a particular 
minority group. Given this set of circumstances, I was confronted with a dilem- 
ma: How could I foster a supportive environment for members of racial (and reli- 
gious) minorities while encouraging dialogues that examined controversial issues 
from a variety of perspectives? This essay, then, is the result of classroom experi- 
ences, discussions with students, and personal reflection. It is offered less as a 
definitive piece than as a report from which suggestions and guidelines might be 
gleaned in the teaching of an Interpersonal Communication class. 

Developing a Supportive Environment 

Developing a supportive environment for students is crucial to laying the 
groundwork for student success. Infusing diversity into course content without 
sufficient forethought, however, can lead to polarization or can reinforce stereo- 
types. Unlike topics that are distant or “objective,” diversity issues and concepts 
are received in a very personal way that can raise strong emotions in students. A 
common stumbling block to developing a supportive environment in which stu- 
dents feel comfortable discussing what are often socially taboo or “politically 
incorrect” topics is the common reaction of white students to glance furtively at 
classmates who are members of the group being discussed. Even though the 
minority students have not been asked to “speak for their race” — a problem 
reported by many students of color in conversations — the white students de facto 
view them as representatives. Two strategies can sidestep this common reaction. 

The first strategy is to employ unexpected comparisons. For example, when 
discussing racial epithets or stereotyping, instead of selecting the expected 
black/white comparisons, I use Irish, Italian, and gender examples. Some students 
are visibly startled as they are confronted with this more inclusive perspective. 
They are aware that Irish and Italian Americans were targets of discrimination at 
various times in our history, and since many students at my institution (John Car- 
roll University) reflect those heritages, they respond to the issue differently than 
if I used other groups as examples. Because we know that empathy is instrumen- 
tal in motivating people to help others (Hoffman 2000), it makes sense to engen- 
der empathy with the examples we select in class. 

In feet, selecting less obvious examples achieves three goals: It turns the 
“picture” to a different angle, resulting in a fresh view of a common topic; it per- 
mits the discussion to include all groups; and it allows for cross-group compar- 
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isons. No one group — or student — is made to feel stigmatized or singled out; 
neither is any group ignored as unimportant. 

This technique also allows for discussions of similarities and differences in 
the treatment of various groups. As noted by Waters (1990), ethnic misunder- 
standings occur when people fail to recognize that while discrimination has been 
experienced by almost every group in America at some time, differences still exist 
in degree and current relevance. Waters points out, for example, that although 
early Irish immigrants faced fierce discrimination, the length and depth of that 
discrimination were not as great as what African Americans and Native Americans 
have encountered, nor as recent. Further, as she reminds us, legislation was not 
required to improve conditions for Irish immigrants and their children. 

A second strategy that sidesteps the tendency to expect minority students to 
“represent their race” is to use supplementary readings and films as the focus of 
discussion, rather than just lecture. “What does this author argue?” is a good way 
to prompt students to explore the issues for themselves. Freire (1970) has advo- 
cated that removing the teacher as an authority figure from whom knowledge 
flows allows students to actively participate in the learning process. Presenting 
topics over which students are free to disagree allows them the opportunity to 
work through the issues and “own” the knowledge in a way that is not offered in 
the traditional lecture approach. 

Discussion without research can prove counterproductive, however. Just as 
James (1997) realized that her views of whites were formed by family discussions 
and stories, so, too, do our students enter a discussion on race, religion, or gender 
with a full — rather than blank — slate. What students often lack, however, is 
judgment about generalizability or ability to see another side to the events as told 
at home, or both. An obvious remedy would be to have students share their own 
stories. Unfortunately, if students do not self-censor their stories, the result is that 
minority students must face reading or hearing about their classmates’ negative 
reactions to their group, which hardly fosters a supportive classroom 
environment. 

An alternative approach is to have students learn secondhand about events 
that affect others. In one assignment, I require students to read a weekly magazine 
whose audience is members of another race (or religion). Over a semester, all stu- 
dents are exposed to issues and stories not typically covered in what they would 
normally read. Another assignment that has proven quite powerful is to have stu- 
dents select a topic, such as police relations or housing, and then research stories 
of discrimination. Each of these approaches allows students to learn other people’s 
stories without making anyone feel personally vulnerable. 

Another way to supplement traditional texts is with assigned short readings 
that present diverse perspectives or new information, allowing students to apply 
interpersonal concepts beyond themselves or others like themselves. There are 
always current events that focus on issues of race and ethnicity (and gender). And 
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while we know that people of different races and socioeconomic levels can differ 
in their views of society’s institutions (police, courts, scientists, etc.), the Interper- 
sonal Communication course presents an opportunity to explore why those dif- 
ferences exist. As Gudykunst and Matsumoto (1996) pointed out regarding cross- 
cultural interactions, understanding dimensions of cultural variability is what 
helps us understand why various ways of communicating are found in different 
cultures. 

For students in an Interpersonal Communication course, the short editori- 
al article “Black; White; Other” (by J. Marks, Natural Histoiy, December 1994), 
for example, provides an accessible summary of attempts to construct “race” as an 
objective biological category. While race is no longer accepted as an objective con- 
struct by academics or scientists, important controversies still remain about its 
conceptualization (see Angier 2000; Davis, Nakayama, and Martin 2000; Mon- 
tagu 1997). Longer readings can provide valuable background information to 
white students, who might be blissfully unaware of the differences in treatment for 
members of various groups in the United States. 

Because a key tenet of an effective communicator is the ability to adjust to 
one’s audience, material that students can relate to only enhances the learning 
process. In “Walking While Black, Suspicious Minds and the Color-Blind” author 
P. Buder (CommonQuest, Winter 1998) recounts his experiences with police as he 
walked home after his car broke down just a few blocks from his house. Given col- 
lege students’ own often antagonistic relationships with the police, the story res- 
onates with their feelings of alienation from the power structure. The use in sports 
of certain words or images for team names and logos provides yet another avenue 
to relate to students’ lives on issues of diversity. 

Giroux and Simon (1989) use the example of the film Dirty Dancing to 
explain their support for developing a “critical pedagogy of the popular,” in which 
students are exposed to material that allows them to understand and give mean- 
ing to their fives. Films that can be used in an Interpersonal Communication 
course to introduce diversity concepts without placing a spotlight on students 
include Double Happiness, a film about a Chinese-Canadian woman living in the 
West who tries to both please and resist her Chinese parents; Smoke Signals, which 
focuses on the reconciliation between a father and a son; and School Daze, an early 
Spike Lee film that takes place over one weekend on a college campus. Each of 
these films touches on topics covered in Interpersonal Communication classes and 
addresses common issues that college students confront. 

Having students consider how their own fife might be different if they had 
been bom a different race (or gender, or sexual orientation) can fit course sections 
that focus on empathy and taking an “other” orientation in conversations. A col- 
league, for example, has developed an assignment in which students select an iden- 
tity different from their own, conduct an in-depth interview with a member of that 
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other group, and then write how their own autobiography would be different had 
they been bom into that group. 

Caveats and Concerns 

DEFINITION 

A common problem found in articles and books on racial issues is the tendency to 
confuse the race factor with that of socioeconomic level — intentionally or not. 
Making that distinction clear to students is important, as most are uncritical in 
their acceptance of textbooks. Kochman’s (1981) often-cited and otherwise useful 
book Black and White Styles in Conflict is a text, for example, that must be employed 
with caution. From its tide, the book purports to discuss blacks and whites, but 
Kochman’s own definitions clearly include a socioeconomic dimension. Thus, his 
definition of white focuses on “mainstream” and “middle class,” while his defini- 
tion of black focuses on African Americans who live in the “inner city” and “in the 
ghetto” (1981: 12-13). Instructors who use this source as their only presentation 
of blacks as a group risk perpetuating a stereotype of African Americans as poor, 
uneducated, and unemployed. Even researchers who acknowledge the disparity in 
Kochman’s definitions continue to produce research that equates “black” with 
“poor” (see Hanna 1984). 

The Communication discipline is not alone in perpetuating this phenome- 
non. If a student reads Kochman’s book and then goes to an introductory Ameri- 
can Government course, for example, the stereotype of African Americans as poor 
underachievers will be reinforced by images in texts there as well. According to a 
study by Clawson and Kegler (2000), textbook images convey a host of erroneous 
messages, including the inaccurate implication that African Americans make up 50 
percent of poor people, rather than the 27 percent recorded in the 1996 Census. 

African Americans are not the only group subject to such stereotyping. 
Sauceda (1982) pointedly rejects attempts by researchers to use poor, rural, 
Catholic populations as the basis from which to generalize descriptions of Chi- 
cano culture. He rejects these descriptions as nonrepresentative, and argues that 
“Chicano” exists as a category due to “racist intolerance and stereotypic classifica- 
tions imposed by the mainstream American society” (191); he offers his own def- 
inition as “one’s psychological identification with, and subjective belief of accept- 
ance into, the presumed identity of the group” (1 89). 

Sauceda’s challenge aside, we find that — intentionally or not — other 
researchers continue the practice. In Aoki’s (2000) article on Mexican Americans 
in Biola, California, he clearly describes a rural farm community that is poor. One 
of the informants in the study, a new resident to the area of East-Indian descent, 
described Mexican Americans in Biola as living from paycheck to paycheck with- 
out any thought of the future. While Aoki is clear that he is describing a specific 
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community, students still might commit the error of generalizing his descriptions, 
assuming that what is true of those poor Mexican Americans in Biola is true of all 
Mexican Americans. 

How do we counter the reinforcing of stereotypes? One way is to select 
readings written by members of the group being studied. Possible sources can 
range from short magazine pieces to books. Good examples include these: Gaiter’s 
“The Revolt of the Black Bourgeoisie” ( New York Times Magazine, June 26, 1994), 
in which he rejects the identification of “black” with inner-city, Ebonic speakers; 
Gonzalez, Houston, and Chen’s Our Voices: Essays in Culture, Ethnicity, and Com- 
munication (Roxbury, 1997), in which each chapter is written by a member of the 
group being described; and Young Bear and Theisz’s Standing in the Light: A Lako- 
ta Way of Seeing (University of Nebraska Press, 1994), which provides an excellent 
supplement to a traditional text in examining such concepts as listening, self- 
concept, and verbal communication. 

While relying on authors who are members of the minority groups elimi- 
nates the imposition of an “outgroup” perspective, it does not eliminate differ- 
ences. Three readings in Our Voices present very different perspectives on a peo- 
ple traditionally categorized as one, monolithic group (see Gangotena’s “The 
Rhetoric of La Familia Among Mexican Americans”; Lozano’s “The Cultural 
Experience of Space and Body”; and Tanno’s “Names, Narratives, and the Evolu- 
tion of Ethnic Identity”). These essays, combined with Sauceda’s, provide an 
excellent pedagogical opportunity to discuss diversity within a group. A commer- 
cial film to underscore that point is Thunderheart. Native American characters in 
the film demonstrate a range of educational and social views, and it can be used to 
discuss Banks’s typology of stages used to describe a person’s view of themselves in 
relation to their group (1981: 129-1 39).’ 

SELECTIVE PERCEPTION 

Certainly, the use of readings or films can lower discomfort levels of students of 
color when diversity issues are addressed, by removing the students as the point of 
reference. It also can provide them the opportunity to choose to participate. My 
experience has been that students of color remain silent initially; but after several 
readings, they invariably will contribute their own stories. This progression, and 
that their information is offered without prompting, adds great power to the 
course materials. 

But, despite these benefits, be forewarned that students do not always per- 
ceive readings or films in the way the instructor intended. Summerfield (1993) 
argues that patently biased and ethnocentric films can be used pedagogically as 
long as each film is preceded by a carefully thought-out “warmup” to explain why 
the films are being shown. It is true that historical films in particular can be use- 
ful in illustrating the hateful ideas and images of a specific time period. But I would 
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contend that for some students, no amount of “responsible handling of the mate- 
rial” (Summerfield 1993: 68) will be sufficient to counter their racist and ethno- 
centric views. In fact, materials the instructor intends to illustrate a problem could 
actually compound the situation, by reinforcing stereotypes or racist beliefs. A col- 
league in our History Department showed the famous but racist film Birth of a 
Nation in an upper-level undergraduate History of Film course. At the end of the 
screening, he was rather taken aback when a student remarked that “It represents 
a refreshing point of view that we don’t get to see very often.” In one of my class- 
es, I showed a 20-minute news investigation of racial bias that used hidden cam- 
eras. To me, the film clearly revealed important differences in how people are 
treated on the basis of their skin color; however, one of my students dismissed it 
as a manufactured tool of the media to further a liberal agenda. Thus, it is critical 
to give sufficient forethought to the selection of films and readings. Used proper- 
ly, they can add an important dimension of inclusiveness to the Interpersonal 
Communication course; used poorly, they can inadvertently reinforce prejudices. 

EXCLUDING WHITES 

In designing a more inclusive approach to Interpersonal Communication, it is 
easy to make the error of excluding whites. But it is an error that can prove detri- 
mental on two levels. 

First, it establishes an unstated — and therefore unexamined — assumption 
that whites represent “the norm.” That is the effect anytime our textbooks brack- 
et a group by chapter or box within a chapter; it reinforces the view that the brack- 
eted group is “the other” in society whereas whites can to be assumed to represent 
the basis of comparison or the desired reality. Further, by including readings or 
films on whites, the group becomes just one among the subjects of the course — 
not greater, not lesser, just one more part. Not excluding whites is particularly 
important in countering false dichotomies and their damaging “we versus them” 
mentality, and in encouraging the realization that whites are one component of a 
multifaceted society. 

Second, excluding whites from the discussion alienates white students in the 
class in the same way that students of color are alienated when they are not includ- 
ed as subjects. As mentioned earlier, research by Waters (1990) opens ways for stu- 
dents to consider the similarities and differences between their own experiences 
(and their ancestors’) and their classmates’ experiences. It is particularly important 
to bring white students into the process to consider topics such as white privilege 
and institutionalized racism (McIntosh 1989). If we want our Interpersonal Com- 
munication courses to improve the ability of individuals to communicate with 
people of a wide range of backgrounds, then it is imperative that we include dis- 
cussions of power. 
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RESPONDING TO OFFENSIVE REMARKS 

“It’s okay to tell jokes about Jews as long as you don’t tell them to a Jew.” . . . “Poor 
blacks don’t value good education, so it doesn’t matter if their schools are 
good.” . . . “If we would just stop talking about race, we wouldn’t have any prob- 
lems.” . . . “Italian men are controlling and have violent tempers.” 

Early in my teaching career, a student made the statement that “There are 
two kinds of blacks. ...” I responded immediately, forcefully contradicting her 
view; but in so doing, I also undercut any true discussion of that view. Even as the 
words passed my lips, I knew I had erred. By responding as an individual, I had 
abrogated my responsibilities as a teacher. Learning how to respond to racist (or 
sexist, or homophobic, or anti-Semitic) remarks, in fact, has proven the greatest 
challenge in my efforts to be inclusive at my overwhelmingly white university. At 
my institution, such comments are expressed not only because white students are 
in the majority but also because of how these students define racism. They asso- 
ciate “racism” only with extreme antisocial actions; that is, anything short of Klan 
membership is merely “freedom of speech.” Even if students don’t express such 
ideas during class, their papers reveal the pervasiveness of such thoughts. 

Over the years, students have made an amazing array of statements. Learn- 
ing to respond in a way that invites investigation was a challenge for me that 
required great thought and took several missteps. But the lesson has been a most 
valuable one. Now when a student makes an offensive statement, I realize that the 
response need not come from me. Not only is it better for students to -think 
through the issue themselves, the strategy invites all of the students to join the 
process of discovery. They will, after all, leave my class and discuss these issues on 
their own. And I have found that I can trust the abilities of my students to, in feet, 
bring out the relevant issues. 

My argument is similar to that made by Barge (1989) with regards to small- 
group leadership: If we invest in a process rather than a person to be responsible for 
all the tasks, we make use of everyone’s contributions. As their instructor, it is my 
responsibility to train students in steps of analysis and to moderate — that is, to 
ask questions, when needed, that guide students in their analysis. Under this 
approach, students learn to explore unstated assumptions and implications, as well 
as to articulate and defend their positions. In short, they learn to develop critical- 
thinking skills useful throughout their lives. 

Conclusion 

As an undergraduate in a physics course, I remember vividly my reaction to read- 
ing a textbook that used the pronoun “she” as frequendy as it did “he.” That 
acknowledgment of my gender was a startling experience. Years later, the words 
of W.E.B. DuBois would resonate when he wrote of “a veil” in which African 
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Americans had “no true self-consciousness” because they were only allowed to see 
themselves “through the revelation of the other world” (1993: 9). In our attempts 
to prepare students for life in an increasingly multicultural world, it behooves us 
to reflect upon pedagogical issues of style and content, particularly as they affect 
the performance and understanding of our students. Just as some history books 
better reflect the diverse nature of our culture’s development (e.g., Takaki 1993), 
so, too, must we follow a policy of inclusion in our Communication courses. 

Today we find ourselves trying to balance a variety of needs and demands. 
How we respond has repercussions beyond the classroom into society itself. If our 
goal is to improve society, then knowledge is one step in that direction. We also 
reap a side benefit when we pursue a policy of inclusiveness: increased self- 
knowledge. As Hall notes in his book Beyond Culture, 

The great gift that the members of the human race have for each other is not 
exotic experiences but an opportunity to achieve awareness of the structure 
of their own system, which can be accomplished only by interacting with 
others who do not share that system. (1977: 44) 



Note 

1 . The major Native-American characters are played by Native-American actors 
among them Val Kilmer. 
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Native-American 
First-Year Experiences 

Sacrificing Cultures 

Nanci M. Burk 



C ommunication scholars recognize the necessity to continually assess 
basic Communication course curriculum and how we can most effec- 
tively use pedagogical strategies to teach communication theories and skills. 
Generally, we acknowledge the need to incorporate intercultural perspec- 
tives. Many basic course textbooks include critical components that integrate 
cultural influences within human communication concepts (e.g., verbal and 
nonverbal cultural cues). Braithwaite (1997) asserts that “the pervasiveness of 
culture means that all contexts for communication have a cultural compo- 
nent” (219). 

Although we might pay respect to cultural influences on communication 
concepts, how frequently do we recognize that pedagogical techniques, activities, 
and textbooks themselves emerge from a specific cultural perspective? Braithwaite 
contends that “it is important to make explicit the cultural assumptions underly- 
ing educational communication practices. By doing so, we increase our awareness 
of how to apply what we teach to increasingly diverse populations” (1997: 219). 

Community colleges especially reflect the changing face of America, includ- 
ing our multiple ethnicities, ages, educational backgrounds, and socioeconomic 
statuses. Native-American students are one ethnic group in that diversity. The 
Maricopa County Community College District, in Arizona, of which my campus, 
Glendale Community College, is a part, enrolls a significant number of Native- 
American students, who are required to take the basic Communication course. 
But is that curriculum culturally relevant to their lived experiences? Many Native- 
American students can find their academic success at risk if they do not assimilate 
to cultural expectations imposed by non-Native professors. Much of the research 
tends to focus on Native-American students’ health risks, such as alcoholism, sui- 
cide, and drugs abuse (see Lowery 1998; Ma et al. 1998; Woods et al. 1997). But 
little to no Communication-specific research exists regarding Native-American 
students, save Bolls, Tan, and Austin (1997) and Braithwaite’s (1997) notable work. 
I offer this essay as an invitation to further research by Communication scholars 
to investigate how educators might assist Native-American students in succeeding 
academically in higher education. 




114 



104 



Burk 105 



National Trends 

According to Chenoweth (1998), “Native Americans, who have traditionally had 
very low rates of participation in higher education, have [over five years] increased 
the number of associate and baccalaureate degrees earned — by 7.3 and 7.2 per- 
cent, respectively” (20). This increase in earned degrees could be due to many fac- 
tors, including accessibility of community colleges that grant associate’s degrees. 
Community colleges offer locations convenient to the community, flexible class 
schedules, affordable courses, and a smaller ratio of students to faculty. These 
traits tend to appeal to underrepresented student populations, in that students per- 
ceive they are viewed more as individuals and less as institutional statistics. The 
percentage of Natdve-American students in the Maricopa District is minor, but 
these students have significant cultural contributions to offer. 

In the Maricopa District in 1999, the percentage of Natdve-American stu- 
dents on 10 campuses was 2.7 overall. The percentages of Natdve-American stu- 
dents on specific campuses varies: At Phoenix College, for example, Natdve-Amer- 
ican students make up 3.8 percent of students enrolled; at Scottsdale Community 
College, they make up 5 percent of the student population, the highest Natdve- 
American student population in the District. (Scottsdale’s campus is adjacent to 
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, a reservation.) According to 
Roger McKinney, academic adviser and director of American Indian Programs at 
Scottsdale, the national dropout rate annually for Natdve-American students is 
three out of every four (personal communication, March 14, 2000). In contrast, 
Scottsdale has a dropout rate for Native American students of only 8 percent, an 
excellent retention rate. 

One of the most successful retention programs for Native -American stu- 
dents in the United States is the Navajo Community College system (a.k.a. Dine 
College), with campuses in northern Arizona and New Mexico. As of spring 1994, 
Dine College graduated 88 percent of its Natdve-American students (Braithwaite 
1997). That community college system uniquely focuses on incorporating Natdve- 
American (including tribes other than Navajo) cultural perspectives with tradi- 
tionally Anglo pedagogical practices. This distinctive harmony of cultural teach- 
ings and college curriculum blends to produce significantly higher retention rates 
for Native Americans there than for those attending Anglo colleges and universi- 
ties (Braithwaite 1997). Identifying ways in which basic Communication course 
instructors can make the curriculum more relevant to Natdve-American students 
can certainly contribute to a more holistic college experience and could increase 
retention rates. 
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Family Support and Academic Achievement 

According to Machamer and Gruber (1998), “the links between students’ family 
relationships and their educational attitudes and behaviors indicate that the fami- 
ly variables have an important influence on Native education” (359). My own 
teaching experiences with Native-American students in the basic Communication 
course lend merit to this theory. In Spring 1999, an Alaskan Native-American stu- 
dent named April irregularly attended my introductory course (her second semes- 
ter in college). When in the classroom, she demonstrated positive immediacy 
behaviors (made sufficient eye contact, smiled frequently), but she rarely answered 
questions posed to her regarding course material. I knew she was capable of 
answering the questions, based on conversations with her following class. She was 
able to relate course concepts to situations involving family members’ difficulties, 
thus demonstrating her CQmprehension of communication terms. In my experi- 
ence, April’s classroom behaviors were not unique among Native-American stu- 
dents. While she spoke candidly with me outside of class in private, her in-class 
behaviors were consistent with many other Native-American students’ behaviors. 
Those specific behaviors might earn a student the label “at-risk.” 

April had many concerns that threatened her academic success. Constant 
family crisis, whether perceived or real, consumed her thoughts and dictated her 
behaviors (i.e., missing class, failing to turn in assignments). She lived alone (for 
the first time in her life) and spoke with her family several times a week. Her 
mother had chronic, debilitatihg illnesses, her father suffered from heart prob- 
lems, and her older sister did not work and lived at home with a toddler. April felt 
responsible to help financially. She worked a minimum-wage job in order to send 
money home while enrolled in 15 hours of classes. She confided to me regularly 
about her perceived responsibilities to her family. She felt guilty for having the 
opportunity to go to college (which her family encouraged) while the family 
struggled at home emotionally and financially. She was a first-generation college 
student, with financial grants (from her tribe), and had ample campus support 
available to her. 

Although April’s family verbally supported and encouraged her to stay in 
school, they did not understand the commitment required to succeed in a college 
environment. By calling April often to update her on the family’s .daily crises, her 
family kept her (from an Anglo perspective) negatively connected to the constant 
difficulties. She lacked the total family support that she needed to continue and 
succeed in obtaining an education. From a Western pedagogical perspective, April 
was a classic example of an at-risk student, easily fitting into several of the factors 
identified in the research — low socioeconomic status, ethnic or minority mem- 
bership, unstable family, physical or emotional handicapping conditions, lack of 
school readiness (e.g., Blount ^nd Wells 1992; Frost 1994). But from the family’s 
cultural perspective, her family’s continual calls were their way of including April 
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in communal needs for their collective identity. The calls were her security, con- 
nected to self-definition, and self-identity through the tribal collective. 

After that semester, April left school and returned to her family home in 
Alaska. As in many collectivist cultures, family needs are considered paramount 
and attended to before individual needs. In April’s situation, her identity with her 
family was predominant to her identity as a student. “The reality of a culture is 
experienced by those who live in it” (Philipsen 1987: 245). 

Home-related problems, lack of parental support, and the influence of fam- 
ily support on scholastic confidence account for approximately 40 percent of 
dropout rates for Native- American students (Machamer and Gruber 1998). 
While educators cannot change the impact that family support, or lack thereof, 
has on student retention, there are areas we can examine to help retain Native- 
American students and help them achieve academic success. One method that 
basic Communication course instructors could consider is to provide a means for 
giving their Native-American students “voice” in the classroom. 
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Storytelling Methodology 

The primary goal of using storytelling as a pedagogical tool is to give students 
“voice” in the classroom to explore their self-efficacy, demonstrate cultural pride, 
and share lived experiences. It is also an effective approach to help students con- 
nect lived experiences to communication concepts. I have used this pedagogical 
methodology effectively as part of the curriculum in both Interpersonal Commu- 
nication and the hybrid courses. Communication concepts such as self-concept, 
perception, proximity, inference, selective retention, critical-listening skills, and 
the like can be demonstrated and discussed as a rationale for this methodology. 

Storytelling is a method that comes naturally to most students. Virtually 
every human culture has used storytelling to convey experiences, provide infor- 
mation, and entertain. Native-Americans’ oral traditions reveal rich perspectives 
of their world, that depict cultural and humorous events as well as explicate their 
traditions (Bugeja 1993). Kremer (1998) views storytelling as a means to “affirm 
an ancient way of being present to knowing” (2). 

For many, storytelling yields great insight and a deeper understanding of the 
world around us. “Stories are told in a society to reflect kid reinforce a shared 
sense of values” (Spagnoli 1995: 221). Through the use of this teaching method, 
Native-American students can come to a better understanding of specific com- 
munication concepts by linking them to personal experiences through oral reflec- 
tion. Oral sharing of experiences and events is a natural part of our everyday lives, 
which helps us conceptualize our life experiences (Langellier 1989; Stahl 1983). 

From a Western perspective, reflecting upon and analyzing a personal situ- 
ation by sharing a story seems an effective device for relating lived experiences to 
communication concepts. An example of this is an activity I was using in my Inter- 
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personal Communication and hybrid courses called “Conflict Storytelling.” I 
would ask students to reflect on a minor conflict between themselves and a close 
friend or family member, then write a story as if they were being videotaped dur- 
ing the conflict, without incorporating any emotions into the story. The instruc- 
tions explained that they will “share the story aloud in class, and they are to just 
tell the facts” (Burk 1997: 9). The intention for the “Conflict” exercise was to pro- 
vide an opportunity for students to relate communication concepts (conflict styles, 
inference, passive perception, etc.) to lived experiences, and to analyze their con- 
flict options in a relevant situation. Sharing personal information, from a Western 
pedagogical perspective, is appropriate for self-analysis: an individualistic, cultur- 
al expectation. 

Caution is warranted, however, when developing storytelling activities. 
From a collectivist/Native- American perspective, such an assignment could be 
viewed as invasive and inappropriate. Rachel, a Native- American student enrolled 
in my Interpersonal Communication course, missed class on the day that students 
were to share this assignment aloud in class. Upon reflection, I realized that 
Rachel had been absent on a variety of occasions when assignments regarding per- 
sonal experience were due and shared aloud. Otherwise, she was a quiet student 
who came prepared and turned in satisfactory work on time. Later, I inquired 
about why she had been absent and missed the opportunity to share a personal 
experience with her classmates. She explained that it would be as difficult for her 
to do the exercise as it would be for her to walk in the street in her underwear. For 
Rachel, to discuss personal information with classmates or an instructor publicly 
was inconceivable and inappropriate. She had chosen to sacrifice grade points 
rather than bring individual attention to herself or to expose her family’s person- 
al conflicts. 

I have since redesigned the “Conflict Storytelling” assignment so that there 
is less emphasis on the individual, and more emphasis on recognizing conflict 
styles. Observing conflict in a video or similar depersonalized genres can refocus 
the nature of this type of activity simply. In the instance documented above, the 
student lacked not only a “voice” in the classroom but also control of her own aca- 
demic success. Rachel was culturally unable (which might be viewed as unwilling) 
to complete the exercise as assigned. It was the instructor’s perspective and expec- 
tations that placed the student at risk. 

Teacher Expectations 

In order for Native-American students to achieve success in the classroom, Anglo 
educators must recognize the pervasive, dominant cultural perspective that dic- 
tates their expectations of students. There are many behavioral expectations that 
are defined by the dominant culture. In the basic course, Communication teach- 
ers expect students to participate verbally, often by analyzing textbook concepts. 
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This pedagogical strategy violates the Native- American cultural expectation that 
prohibits students from speaking for others (Machamer and Gruber 1998). Native 
cultures oppose much of what the basic course requires in regard to self-analysis, 
which is individualistic in nature. Much of what Anglo or non-Native teachers 
impose on students is culturally specific to Western individualism. Interpersonal 
Communication textbooks, assignments, and pedagogical strategies “focus on the 
‘self and the interpersonal dyadic ‘relationship’” (Braithwaite 1997: 231). Com- 
pounding the situation, behaviors that are viewed as appropriate within many 
Native cultures include “shying away from speaking aloud in class, avoiding eye 
contact, and avoiding asking questions from authority figures” (Machamer and 
Gruber 1998: 359). It is understandable why Anglo faculty might see such stu- 
dents as nonparticipative, unprepared, resistant, or possibly slower to process 
complex communication concepts. 

Assignments that require students to support oral presentations or speech- 
es with concrete evidence disallow one of the most important and traditional 
resources treasured in Native-American cultures — their oral history. In those cul- 
tures, stories passed down from elders are perceived as ways to link with their col- 
lective identities. In Anglo classrooms, when “oral history and personal accounts 
are considered supplemental and not primary source material, Native students 
may perceive this judgment as disrespectful of their cultural values” (Braithwaite 
1997: 231). “By understanding the basis of Native-American students’ attitudes 
and how teacher communicative behavior affects these attitudes, attempts can be 
made to alter expectations” (Bolls, Tan, and Austin 1997: 201). 

Immediacy behaviors on which Communication educators often pride 
themselves could be the very behaviors Native-American students perceive as dis- 
respectful or displaying a lack of understanding. In their 1997 study, Bolls, Tan, 
and Austin (1997) found that Native-American students perceived that their 
teachers displayed less respect and understanding toward them than toward Cau- 
casian students. Whether teachers’ behaviors toward Native-American students 
differed from behaviors toward Caucasian students in perception or in reality, the 
lesson is the same. Native-American perceptions of basic course requirements and 
teacher behaviors should be considered when investigating how Communication 
scholars can help to retain Native-American students. 

Conclusion 

It is clear that the basic Communication course has made positive strides toward 
incorporating culture and diversity into the language of the textbooks, and thus 
into discussions by Communication educators in classrooms with students. It is 
also obvious that we can further discussions and understanding of diverse cultures 
by using pedagogical methodologies such as storytelling to view the world as oth- 
ers view it. We are too frequently bound by our own culture. Seeking the counsel 
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of others, such as Native Americans, who have unique perspectives when we are 
writing basic course texts and developing and designing instructional tools and 
techniques to be more inclusive of nondominant cultures will enrich and benefit 
not only students but also educators. 

Some 60 to 70 percent of Native Americans in Arizona live in urban areas, 
seeking education and better jobs with better benefits to realize their dreams and 
provide for their families. Although many have left their reservations, that is no 
indication that they wish to leave their heritage, culture, traditions, or collective 
identities. In becoming more aware of Native-American cultures, Communica- 
tion scholars will, I hope, be inspired to embrace and incorporate diverse per- 
spectives into basic course curriculum, influencing how we teach our culturally 
diverse student populations. 
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Holistic Teaching Strategies in the 
Public Speaking Classroom 



Victoria 0. Orrego, Patricia Kearney , and Timothy G. Plax 



G iven the large inflax of African-American, Hispanic, Asian-American, 
Native-American, and international students into the classroom, scholars 
and teachers alike have argued for a comprehensive instructional approach that 
recognizes the cognitive assets and learning preferences of both white and non- 
white students (see Abi-Nader 1993; Anderson 1988; Milhouse 1995). For exam- 
ple, Anderson (1988) points out that culturally diverse students differ in learning 
styles, relying on multiple functions of learning including thinking, feeling, per- 
ceiving, and behaving. She claims that the cognitive learning styles of African- 
American, Mexican-American, and Puerto Rican-American students are based on 
holistic and visual thinking, where imagery and metaphors dominate speech and 
writing processes; the use of theoretical and abstract models is not as central to 
their learning as is instruction that focuses on direct experience and application. 
Consequently, an integrative instructional approach that reflects broader-level 
learning styles should benefit all students represented in today’s multicultural 
classroom. 

Communication classrooms are ideal contexts for engaging students in con- 
versations and activities that use their diverse learning perspectives. No other dis- 
cipline provides as many instructional opportunities for illustrating how cultural 
background impacts and enhances the communication process. When Commu- 
nication instruction is inclusive, diverse, and involving, minority students are more 
likely to find the learning experience positive. Such inclusive teaching reduces stu- 
dents’ anxiety while heightening validation and support for their individual and 
cultural identities. Minority students, then, can benefit from taking Communica- 
tion classes from instructors who are knowledgeable of and responsive to students’ 
diverse learning needs, styles, and preferences. 

In this essay, we discuss a number of inclusive teaching strategies that we use 
in one foundational communication skills course, Public Speaking. These strate- 
gies promote positive learning experiences and academic success for minority stu- 
dents — particularly for those who are new to the college environment. Moreover, 
these strategies encourage minority student enrollment in subsequent Communi- 
cation classes. We provide one illustrative example, but these strategies are not 
limited to Public Speaking classes; they can function effectively in a variety of 
Communication courses. 
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In line with current research focusing on multicultural education (see, e.g., 
Beebe and Biggers 1986; Bennett 1986; Gudykunst, Ting-Toomey, and Wiseman 
1991; Harrison and Hopkins 1967; Milhouse 1995), we advocate incorporating a 
combination of cognitive, affective, and behavioral teaching/learning goals in 
Public Speaking classes. These goals obviously will dictate the selection of course 
content and methods used. We organize the discussion that follows around these 
three separate but interrelated goals. In our curriculum, we also infuse multicul- 
turalism by discussing general cultural factors that influence communication and 
by presenting the material in a holistic manner. We conclude the essay by recog- 
nizing the unique communication challenges teachers face in their attempts to 
infuse cultural issues in their instruction of diverse student groups, and we offer 
recommendations for meeting those challenges. 



All too often, teachers enter the Communication classroom preoccupied with 
teaching cognitive learning outcomes — almost to the exclusion of other, equally 
important outcomes of affective and behavioral learning (Beebe and Biggers 
1986). Emphasizing the unique challenges of teaching university- wide Intercul- 
tural Communication courses, Gudykunst, Ting-Toomey, and Wiseman (1991) 
recommend that instructors balance their teaching goals to include all three: cog- 
nitive, affective, and behavioral teaching. Cognitive goals focus on understanding 
communication differences and similarities, as well as understanding the process 
of communication. Simply put, cognitive goals emphasize the acquisition of 
knowledge. Affective goals are designed to motivate students by positively influ- 
encing their attitudes toward the course content. In Public Speaking, affective 
goals might emphasize the reduction of students’ public speaking anxiety, while 
simultaneously increasing their affect toward the class. Behavioral goals emphasize 
skill development necessary for making effective presentations. While incorporat- 
ing all three learning outcomes could be critical for teaching culturally diverse 
classes and Intercultural Communication, such practices are also a prerequisite to 
good teaching more generally. 

COGNITIVE GOALS 

In our teaching of Public Speaking, we extended our initial goal of teaching prin- 
ciples and skills of public speaking to include a multicultural perspective. Our pri- 
mary cognitive goal remained: to teach students basic processes, theories, and con- 
cepts of public speaking. We wanted students to be able to develop and construct 
(research, outline, and organize) a variety of speeches, including informative, per- 
suasive, and specialized. Our extended cognitive goal involved teaching students 
the effects of culture on public speaking. We considered, then, the impact of cul- 
tural diversity in every aspect of the speech preparation process, including selec- 
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tion of speech topics, organizational structure, and types of evidence, persuasive 
appeals, and audience analysis. We stressed that to ignore or give only token atten- 
tion to the impact of cultural diversity on public speaking is to be an ineffective 
public speaker. We also discussed how cultural background affects the speaker’s 
level of apprehension, use of body language — including eye contact and gestures 
— and use of words and phrases, repetition, and other rhetorical devices that affect 
delivery. Finally, we considered how audience expectations and responses might 
be tied to cultural affiliation. Providing students with this type of information is 
empowering because it legitimizes alternative forms of communicating. 

Finding an appropriate Public Speaking text that met these multiple cogni- 
tive goals was almost impossible. Until recently, textbooks on public speaking 
ignored or made only token reference to cultural issues, so we wrote our own. We 
became experts in the literature on intercultural and interethnic communication. 
We applied the research and thinking in the area to each and every facet of pub- 
lic speaking that we could. And then, with the help of our friends, we tested our 
instruction of the content in hundreds of Public Speaking classes across the coun- 
try. Today, our book is in its second edition: Public Speaking in a Diverse Society (by 
P. Kearney and T.G. Plax; Mayfield, 1999). Now there are a number of other 
books that integrate and embrace issues of diversity in the teaching of public 
speaking. These texts make meeting our extended cognitive goal much easier. 

AFFECTIVE GOALS 

Perhaps no other Communication course requires attention to the affective 
domain more so than Public Speaking. Recognizing that a number of students 
enter Public Speaking classrooms highly apprehensive about delivering a speech, 
a teacher must work hard at sensitively alleviating their anxieties and fears. Affec- 
tive goals are designed to influence students’ affinity, or liking, toward the course 
content and practices. Unlike cognitive goals, instruction in the affective domain 
is rarely strategically planned. However, students are likely to learn cognitively 
and practice what they learn when they are predisposed to like the content (Kear- 
ney and McCroskey 1980). Consequently, teachers need to plan their instruction 
to include affective outcomes. 

Students in our classes learn how to reduce and successfully manage their 
apprehension about communicating in public contexts. In class, we discuss com- 
munication apprehension and how common it is. We distinguish among appre- 
hensive people, apprehensive situations, and apprehensive cultural groups. Specif- 
ic to culture, we help students recognize the influence of culture on a person’s 
communication apprehension (see Klopf 1984; McCroskey and Richmond 1990; 
McCroskey, Fayer, and Richmond 1985; Ralston, Ambler, and Scudder 1991). 
Similarly, we consider the English-as-a-second-language (ESL) speaker, who fre- 
quently becomes anxious and reluctant to engage in interactions with native Eng- 
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lish speakers — even when he or she apparently speaks English very well. Often 
anxieties of the ESL speaker derive from unrealistic expectations that spoken Eng- 
lish should somehow be perfect. We help students understand that, in actuality, 
audiences appreciate a speaker’s attempts to communicate in a second language, 
and they are more likely to make a special effort to listen attentively. This target- 
ed discussion of ESL students also serves as a reminder to other students of their 
responsibility as audience members to be supportive and positive to their peers. 

We provide highly apprehensive students with strategies and tools for man- 
aging their anxieties and fears throughout the public speaking process: during 
preparation, at the time of performance, and in follow-up evaluations of their pre- 
sentations. In addition to teaching the usual anxiety-reduction methods (e.g., sys- 
tematic desensitization, cognitive restructuring, visualization, skills training), we 
begin speech performance days with student declarations of positive self- 
statements, predicting and affirming their success as public speakers. Initially, their 
affirmations are tepid at best, but with coaching the students become increasingly 
self-confident — at times, even pronouncing positive overstatements! Finally, we 
spend time helping them understand how the process of impression formation 
and self-presentation can be used to enhance their credibility and make them feel 
more confident as speakers. 

Students also learn about audience and speaker characteristics that are influ- 
enced by cultural or ethnic affiliation. They learn to be mindful of their own ten- 
dencies to be ethnocentric, and to avoid being stereotypic in their responses to one 
another. A great way to stimulate discussion around these issues and their role in 
the public speaking process is to show students a video that accompanies our Pub- 
lic Speaking text. The video begins with a focus group of culturally diverse 
students talking about how their respective cultural backgrounds affect their com- 
municative interactions. We use the video as a springboard for discussing the 
inaccuracies of stereotypes. This is a crucial time to involve students by having 
them share their opinions of the video as well as their own life experiences. 
Handled sensitively, these discussions help to establish supportive and safe envi- 
ronments where students feel comfortable talking and eventually presenting 
speeches. 

BEHAVIORAL GOALS 

Behavioral goals focus on obtaining the necessary skills to effectively deliver 
speeches to culturally and ethnically diverse audiences. During the course, each 
student presents at least three major (e.g., a five-minute extemporaneous inform- 
ative speech) and several short speeches, where each speech builds upon the pre- 
vious one. This incremental method is based on the idea that a complex behav- 
ioral activity (such as public speaking) is best learned in small units of instruction. 
When complex skills are developed gradually, opportunities for success and rein- 
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forcement are enhanced. We give students specific, behavioral criteria prior to 
each presentation, and they get teacher (and peer) feedback on what they did well 
and where they still need to improve. 

An additional behavioral goal is to develop their own individual style of 
communicating with an audience. Important to promoting the success and self- 
image of students of color or minority status is recognition of how their culture, 
ethnicity, gender, or race contributes to their unique communication style. Com- 
munication (“rhetorical”) style refers to the overall qualitative way a speaker com- 
municates, using verbal and nonverbal messages. Everyone has a style of commu- 
nicating, but not everyone knows what that style is or how to use it to his or her 
advantage. We examine dramatic, animated, humorous, and open styles of relat- 
ing to audiences (see Norton 1983); we also recognize gender-based communica- 
tion styles (see Wood 1993), and we provide representative examples from our 
textbook of both sexes that conform to or violate traditional sex-role stereotypes. 
Our behavioral goal is for students to develop their own delivery styles, but a relat- 
ed affective goal is for them to appreciate their own and others’ uniqueness as 
communicators. 

By identifying, defining, and strategically working toward attaining cogni- 
tive, affective, and behavioral goals, teachers stand a better chance of maximizing 
their effectiveness in the classroom. Teaching Public Speaking requires that we 
emphasize cognitive communication principles, theories, and processes. Reducing 
students’ anxieties and motivating them to learn are equally important affective 
goals. Planning for the incremental development of presentation skills by engag- 
ing students in a variety of public speaking assignments fulfills important behav- 
ioral goals. Taken together, students are likely to learn the course content, deliver 
a well-executed speech, and be sufficiendy motivated to participate actively in 
their own learning. 

The next section addresses important cultural topics that can be infused into 
the teaching of the Public Speaking course. These topics have implications for all 
three goals of instruction. v 

Cultural Topics 

By integrating the research arid thinking on intercultural communication with 
what we know about public speaking, instructors can provide students with the 
tools to better adapt in a culturally diverse society. In our class, we begin by laying 
the foundation for the proposition that speakers and audiences interact in differ- 
ent ways depending on their unique cultural backgrounds. To assume that all 
speakers and audiences should act and respond in the same manner ignores our 
rich cultural mix. In looking at the effects of cultural diversity on public speaking, 
we focus on the six largest culriiral groups living in the United States: Euro Amer- 
icans, African Americans, Latinos/Latinas, Asian Americans, Native Americans, 
and Middle Eastern Americans. . 
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In our discussion, we rely on what Gudykunst, Ting-Toomey, and Wiseman 
(1991) refer to as a culture-general approach. This approach focuses on “general fac- 
tors that influence communication between people from different cultures and/or 
ethnic groups” (274). The understanding of how culture and ethnicity influence 
public communication helps students improve their own communication styles 
across a wide variety of situations. In our teaching of Public Speaking, we begin 
by introducing the impact of culture on communication more generally, issues of 
cultural exclusion and inclusion, and the universal tendency to be ethnocentric. 
We also talk about current demographics and the historical origins of diversity in 
the United States. We describe the six cultural groups in terms of their unique 
communication styles. Moreover, we identify the four major features that distin- 
guish these cultures from one another (individualism-collectivism, high/low con- 
text, high/low power distance, and mascuhnity-femininity). So as not to stray too 
far from our primary cognitive goal of teaching public speaking, we limit our 
instruction to those communication factors that make a difference in how people 
relate between cultures. 

It is important to note that our information is based on research using 
aggregate data and is not expected to apply to everyone within a given cultural 
group. The most interesting discussions arise from this caveat. None of us is eas- 
ily categorized or stereotyped — we all like to think that we are unique. In the 
classroom, we pose the question how does assimilation of different cultures over 
time function to impact individual communication styles? We have students iden- 
tify similarities as well as differences among cultures. They are encouraged to 
describe their personal experiences and how those experiences reinforce or con- 
tradict what we know from current intercultural research. Finally, implications for 
racism and prejudice naturally evolve from these discussions. 

When describing the cultural styles of speaking, it’s a good idea to not 
always use Euro Americans or majority groups as your basis for comparison. We 
do not want students to get the wrong idea that somehow the Euro-American cul- 
ture is the standard. Moreover, other cultural groups might offer an easier way to 
make distinctions. For instance, try comparing the Asian-American communica- 
tion style with the African-American. Given these two disparate styles of commu- 
nicating, students will more readily see the communication differences than they 
would if comparisons were made between more similar cultural groups, such as 
Asian Americans and Native Americans. 

Infusing a multicultural approach to instruction into our classrooms encour- 
ages inclusivity. Students learn firsthand that their cultural communicative styles 
are valued and accounted for in Public Speaking. For these reasons, students of 
color are more likely to feel that they are an important part of the learning expe- 
rience. Moreover, students will perceive the classroom as a safe place for all stu- 
dents to speak out and be heard. In this way, they can assist the instructor by pro- 
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viding relevant examples to their classmates about alternative preferences for ver- 
bal and nonverbal behaviors important to their effectiveness as speakers. 

Managing Challenges of Diversity in the Classroom 

Teaching a Public Speaking course with a focus on cultural diversity differs from 
teaching a course without that emphasis. Although exciting, teaching issues such 
as diversity can be challenging: There is always the potential for disagreement, 
anxiety, and uneasiness among students. Talking about diversity is unexpected in 
a course on Public Speaking. You might find some students eager to learn, yet 
uncertain how to contribute to discussions that might reveal their own unfamil- 
iarity with or intolerance of other cultures and ethnic or racial groups. Other stu- 
dents can be somewhat resistant to learning about and accepting new ways of 
relating to other people. Still others might use the course as an opportunity to 
present their own political agendas. Having taught this course many times and 
directed others in the teaching of it, we recognize that discussions about ethno- 
centrism, prejudice, different cultural styles of communicating, and other related 
topics introduce both uncertainty and anxiety. At the same time, we found these 
discussions both stimulating and worthwhile — and so did our students. 

As teachers of this course, it is our responsibility to manage classroom dis- 
cussion in such a way that a free exchange of ideas results. Students should recog- 
nize and respect one another’s contributions — even when they disagree with 
those contributions. In this final section of our essay, we face head-on two dis- 
tinctive challenges that are likely to surface in your teaching of diversity in the 
Public Speaking course. The first has to do with being prepared for students who 
communicate in class in ways that reflect their cultural backgrounds. The second 
challenge is managing students’ intensity when a controversial issue arises. 

When faced with a classroom of culturally diverse students, be prepared for 
students who communicate in ways that differ from one another (and you). Rec- 
ognizing and respecting those differences is a good way to start. Begin by talking 
about your own cultural background. Discuss how, when, and where your cultur- 
al affiliations are important or unimportant to you and how they influence the 
ways you interact with others. Discuss your own flexibility as a communicator and 
the importance of being able to move in and out of different cultural and social 
environments. Next, invite students to participate in the discussion with similar 
disclosures. With a little encouragement and a lot of reinforcement, students will 
greatly appreciate the opportunity to talk about how they share (or fail to share) 
the communication characteristics of their culture. 

Encouraging student input requires that you also be ready for what you 
hear. Allowing students to say what they really think and feel can be fraught with 
danger. Sometimes students’ comments will offend or hurt, but knowing their 
true feelings can be beneficial. Practice being nondefensive when students make 
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hurtful or prejudicial remarks. If you truly want students to engage in open and 
free exchanges about diversity, then you must be ready for comments that will per- 
sonally distress you (or others in class). Correct inappropriate behavior; show your 
disapproval or disagreement, but withhold your anger. 

At times you might encounter students who employ biased or sexist lan- 
guage. When they do, give such students a gentle reminder; help them substitute 
appropriate language for inappropriate language. There’s no need to use the occa- 
sion to preach. Often, biased language slips out unwittingly; give each student the 

benefit of the doubt with a simple reminder: “You mean to say , don’t you?” 

Then, encourage the student to proceed with the point. In this way, student input 
is encouraged, but monitored. 

Introducing issues of cultural diversity can be further complicated by one’s 
own cultural background. Should you and your students share the same ethnicity 
or race, you are likely to be perceived as highly credible on issues of diversity. If 
your backgrounds differ, however, students could make the assumption that you 
are incapable of understanding and relating the information accurately and with- 
out prejudice. We suggest that teachers of any cultural affiliation can identify with 
their students by being informed about different cultural learning styles, prefer- 
ences, and communication behaviors. Showing respect and giving recognition to 
alternate ways of communicating are additional strategies that are likely to mini- 
mize student suspicion. Responding with tolerance, openness, and composure 
shows caring and concern; responding with displeasure or anger can communi- 
cate a lack of understanding and an intolerance for cultural differences. Finally, do 
not underestimate what you can learn from your students. Discussions regarding 
cultural communication differences are enhanced by students’ own experiences 
and input. As teachers, we need to listen well and learn from our students. 

We would also reiterate some important points stressed by Gudykunst, 
Tmg-Toomey, and Wiseman (1991). First, consider the language that you use. It 
is important to use inclusive language that is nonracist and nonethnocentric. Addi- 
tionally, be prepared to confront racial stereotypes that occur in lecture and class 
activities. It is important to note that “we cannot communicate without stereo- 
typing” (277). What we must be willing to do, then, is to openly discuss the inac- 
curacy of those stereotypes and their detrimental effects. While it can be awkward 
or uncomfortable to confront these challenges as they occur, your message must 
be clear: We will not tolerate negative bias, sexist or racist language, or exclusion. 
As instructors, we should put ourselves in a position to heighten cultural aware- 
ness, not skew it. 

Important to teaching any content area is how we relate to students. More 
than any other known teacher attribute, nonverbal immediacy positively influ- 
ences student learning — cognitively, affectively, and behaviorally (Christensen 
and Menzel 1998; Christophel 1990; Frymier 1994; Rodriguez, Plax, and Kear- 
ney 1996). Nonverbal immediacy refers to those-Tehaviors that signal physical 
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and/or psychological closeness. Such immediacy behaviors include eye contact, 
head nods, smiles, gestural activity, forward body lean, movement, and other 
approach-oriented behaviors. Taken holistically, these behaviors communicate 
closeness and liking (Andersen 1979). A number of studies reveal that teacher 
immediacy begets positive student outcomes (Christophel 1990; Frymier 1994; 
Waldeck, Kearney, and Plax 2001). That is, students are more likely to approach 
a teacher whom they feel will respond favorably toward them. They are also more 
likely to participate in class discussions if they feel that their opinions count and 
are welcomed. The effects of teacher immediacy are not confined to the classroom 
either. Students will more readily seek out-of-class assistance from highly imme- 
diate teachers (Fusani 1994). And, they are more likely to be motivated to learn 
(Gorham and Christophel 1990, 1992). With immediate teachers, students will 
feel that they are important and worth acknowledging. 

In sum, we have identified a number of special challenges that Communi- 
cation instructors teaching diversity could encounter in the multicultural class- 
room. Fortunately, we know a number of strategies that teachers can use to man- 
age these challenges. Most important, how a teacher communicates with students 
impacts students’ perceptions of self-worth, degree of involvement, motivation, 
and learning. We want to stress that students, no matter what their cultural affili- 
ation, appreciate an instructor who is responsive to their needs and demonstrates 
genuine liking, concern, and respect. 

Conclusion 

Our purpose in writing this essay was to describe teaching strategies that effec- 
tively promote learning and academic success for students of color. We ourselves 
are fortunate to work in college campuses of high cultural diversity, providing us 
with the opportunity to implement and evaluate the effectiveness of a variety of 
instructional tools. We discussed our approach within the context of the Public 
Speaking course. However, we do not mean to exclude other Communication 
courses; our strategies can be easily adapted to fit the specific course requirements 
and needs. We suggest that by integrating teaching/leaming goals, employing a 
context-general approach toward multiculturalism, and recognizing and manag- 
ing the unique challenges of teaching diverse students, any teacher can become 
better equipped to meet the individual needs of all of his or her students. 
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The first prerequisite to becoming a better practitioner in a multicultural 
classroom is having the attitudinal openness to improving your classroom 
practices. . . . This means that in order to be effective in a classroom of 
diverse students, we must reject the traditional model of college teaching — 
that the student must conform to the norms of the professor. Simply put, 
you cannot expect your students to clone your preferred way of learning. 

(Lou 1994: 33) 

here they were, at the premier regional forensics tournament on the East 



Coast. Our individual events team had practiced all year long, preparing 
for their persuasive, informative, after-dinner, and dramatic-duo events. 
They were sharp, cogent, well-trained undergraduates who were eager to 
win. And they did, taking first, second, and fourth places in their respective 
events. They were proud, and so should they be. . . . But let’s reflect afresh 
on that competition. What had they been taught? What had their instructor 
trained them to do? Essentially, to win at all costs. They learned to look stiff 
and planned and move almost robotically. Anyone who has trained students 
long enough and has judged forensics tournaments knows that after a while 
almost everyone begins to gesture alike and even sound alike. Conformity 
gets rewarded. Overexpressiveness, free-form gestures, and unique style are 
dangerous and often costly, so coaches follow a formula that works: Copy the 
one who is winning all the tournaments. It sounds a lot like assimilation, and 
it was. But it was easier than fighting the forensics association for being 
discriminatory. 

This story is worth sharing because it is analogous to the institutionalized 
constraints of the academy. Many professors throughout the Communication dis- 
cipline have classrooms filled with brilliant students each term. These same stu- 
dents are conceptually molded to embrace culture-absent or privileged European- 
centered paradigms. Curricular homogeneity, poor textbook coverage of cultural 
perspectives, and culture-insensitive pedagogy each fails to promote the success of 
students of color in Communication, as well as in other disciplines (Freire, Clarke, 
and Aronowitz 1998; Giroux 1997; Jackson 2000b). As a matter of fact, they inhib- 
it it. When there is an absence of culturally inclusive teaching materials and 
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research, or professors of color in the classroom, the discipline of Communication 
is sending a powerfully clear message to culturally marginalized students that they 
are not welcome, that their experience is not significant enough to consider. 

But, we believe, if diversity is infused at every level of the curriculum and its 
administration, from textbooks and curriculum design to faculty hiring and stu- 
dent recruitment and retention efforts, the end result will be a conducive atmos- 
phere for students of color to succeed and perhaps to become interested in pur- 
suing a career in academe. 

In this conceptual-theoretic essay, then, we seek as authors to demonstrate 
and argue for incorporation of cultural diversity in the Communication curricu- 
lum as a way to promote the recruitment, retention, and success of students of 
color within that discipline. Using as our model Peggy McIntosh’s (1994) 26 daily 
ways of experiencing privilege, we will present a list of 2 1 ways that white students 
experience privilege in the Communication classroom and curriculum. We will 
explore how some identities are embraced (via “cultural contracts”), while others 
are disregarded in the design of the texts and curriculum for the basic Public 
Speaking course; and we offer an example of the kinds of curricular content that 
must be in basic Public Speaking texts and classrooms. It seems clear that without 
cultural inclusivity, curricular homogeneity will remain a constant in the discipli- 
nary equation, with the effect of gradually filtering out would-be academicians 
who cannot imagine how they fit (Courts 1997; Davidson 1996; Giroux 1997; 
Jackson 1997). 

Perhaps our greatest challenge is to consider these three compone'nts of 
promoting the success of students of color: understanding the cultural contract 
paradigm as an approach to diversity; attending to pedagogical and curricular 
strategies and concerns for empowering students of color within the basic Public 
Speaking course; and understanding the classroom as a “space” of privilege or 
resistance. 

Cultural Contract Paradigms 

A cultural contract is defined as an agreement between two or more interactants 
who have different interpretations of culture and who have decided to coordinate 
(“sign a contract”) or via negotiations choose to resist coordination of a relation- 
ship with each other depending on whether the relationship is deemed valuable to 
both. Two points of clarity: First, this definition allows for the possibility of intra- 
cultural contracts. One example of this is a contract between two white persons, 
one of whom is perceived by the other as “being too liberal”; this could be con- 
sidered a potential breach of a “ready-to-sign” cultural contract with whiteness as 
a socially constructed position of privilege. Second, this definition does not 
assume that the relationship is mutually satisfying, as some previous research did 
(Hecht and Ribeau 1984); instead, the relationship must only be deemed impor- 
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tant. It is critical to mention this, since it is quite possible that a person can be forced 
to sign a cultural contract. For example, in some classrooms, it is an implicit agree- 
ment between teacher and student not to upset the balance of the class or the 
authority of the teacher with ideas that oppose those of the teacher. In a classroom 
driven by such a pedagogical philosophy, a student who breaks the contract is 
penalized, sometimes verbally and sometimes in other ways. 

Hendrix (1998) addresses this penalty avoidance concern in her study of stu- 
dent perceptions of how race influences the credibility of professors. With a sam- 
ple of 28 white respondents, Hendrix designed a triangulated study using semi- 
structured interviews, nonparticipant observation, and open-ended surveys. She 
discovered that race is a factor that tends to influence how some students evaluate 
their professor’s teaching and credibility. That is, those students thought less of the 
professor who made race an issue in class, altering their collective “ready-to-sign” 
contract (to always hold the professor credible) in the classroom by implicidy 
demanding that the professor not devote much time, if any at all, to issues of race. 
Understandably, racial issues can promote discomfort among white students if 
they are led to feel responsible for racial injustice or racism. However, we contend 
that it is more than pedagogical approach; it is that the topic of race itself is 
volatile. But students must understand these issues if they are to truly communi- 
cate with cultural others. Though a decision to remain silent about race and cul- 
ture in the classroom might not be the preferred choice for professors of color, 
students from marginalized groups, and cultural experts, silence is deemed valu- 
able at times merely for the sake of survival. This kind of contract to be silent 
about race is too often signed in advance, and precludes in-depth discussions of 
race in a national climate heavily concerned with it. (These contracts are called 
“cultural” rather than “relational” contracts, because it is assumed that human 
beings can only relate using the apparatus of their cultures, e.g., language.) 

Before proceeding any further, it is important that we explain what the dif- 
ferent cultural contract types are. Ready-to-sign cultural contracts are prenegotiat- 
ed, and no further negotiation is allowed. “Signing,” or relational coordination, 
might or might not be the goal for the parties to such contracts. White students 
or professors, for example, have either directly or indirectly chosen to contract 
with themselves regarding what it means to be white in this society. White stu- 
dents or professors might not even be aware that their whiteness is a marker of 
normality and privilege that offers them the opportunity not to think about their 
whiteness as a racial position (Jackson 1999a, 1999b). Cultural contracts with 
whiteness are often defined by an interest in maintaining privilege, as in the case 
of curricular homogeneity; sometimes such contracts are defined by a resistance 
to retaining privilege. (Why in this example must they have contracted with them- 
selves? Because there is no such thing as not having a contract. To say one has no 
cultural contract is to say that one has neither a culture of one’s own nor any 
understanding of how to function in the culture where he or she lives.) 
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Quasi-completed cultural contracts are partly prenegotiated and partly open 
for negotiation. These interactants are not ready to “co-create” a contract (this 
type is discussed below) and they do not necessarily rule out maintaining their own 
worldviews. These persons straddle the fence in terms of their commitment to 
reorder privilege. The quasi-completed contract is perhaps the least durable and 
most popular contract in the discipline of Communication. It is easily observed in 
the “additive approach” to curriculum change. As explained by Courts (1997), the 
additive approach is enacted when, for instance, a textbook author tacks on a sec- 
tion or paragraph on race and gender rather than addressing the book’s treatment, 
scope, or depth on the issues. 

Finally, co-created cultural contracts are fully negotiable, with the only limits 
being personal preferences or requirements. Such a contract is often perceived as 
the optimal means of relational coordination across cultures, since the relationship 
between interactants is fully negotiable and open to differences. If a cultural con- 
tract is co-created, that means there is an acknowledgment and valuation of cul- 
tural differences. The co-created contract is the ideal context for students of color 
to thrive. Their cultural perspectives would be reflected, and the theoretic para- 
digms and curricular heterogeneity would benefit all students as they prepare to 
enter a multicultural workforce. 

Unfortunately, too often we treat those multicultural intellectual legacies 
and cultural ancestries as secondary or as sensitivity-training components of the 
curriculum, rather than as fully legitimate lines of inquiry or rigorous explorations 
of indigenous and lived experiences. So we hear Communication scholars debate 
the significance of introductory-level Intercultural Communication courses: 
Should they be required? What is their utility? But in the process of asking these 
questions, we forget that we are preparing the next generation of professionals for 
that multicultural workforce. Instead, the questions really should be: Why are we 
questioning the significance of culture in the curriculum? What do we want our 
students to be able to do in that workforce? And are we preparing them to do it? 

Pedagogical and Curricular Concerns 

Postmodern curriculum theorists (e.g., Giroux 1991, 1997; hooks 1994; Kinche- 
loe 1993; Lather 1991; Slattery 1994) suggest that power plays a vital role in the 
classroom and curriculum. It sustains privilege in vivid and tragic ways to the 
extent that people of color are uninvited to participate in what the academy rep- 
resents unless they forfeit their desire to have their identities affirmed by the acad- 
emy via institutionalized practices and/or curricular reform. Giroux (1997) artic- 
ulates it best: 

In general terms, [radical educators] have argued that schools are “reproduc- 
tive” in that they provide different classes and social groups with forms of 
knowledge, skills, and culture that not only legitimate the dominant culture 
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but also track students into a labor force differentiated by gender, racial, 
and class considerations. (1 1 9) 

Giroux further contends that the “radical pedagogy” school of intellectuals seems 
to prematurely dismiss the possibilities of real change. He suggests that sometimes 
the overzealous insurgency of that school leaves no room for the possibilities after 
the discussion of ideological subordination is completed. Like Giroux, we recog- 
nize some clear weaknesses and assert that the extant traditional pedagogical par- 
adigms are limited and oppressive, and therefore must be radically reformed to 
embrace global change. When working within the confines of a system to produce 
change, one must first identify the microbes that are infecting the system. That is 
the goal of critical pedagogy, a seed of cultural studies that polices the boundaries 
of authority, learning, and curricular practice in order to maintain institutional 
integrity. All of these boundaries have a profound effect on how knowledge is dis- 
seminated and consumed in the classroom and throughout the academy. It is with- 
in these boundaries that cultural workers must attend ethically to cultural partic- 
ularities and asymmetrical relations. 

There is much to be said about the possibilities of change, especially in the 
wake of the Oakland school board’s Ebonics controversy. A referendum that was 
the representation of collective efforts to make schooling practical was mocked, 
scorned, and derided (Ogbu 1999; Rodriguez 2000). Meanwhile, the parents of 
that school district helplessly observed the enactment of politics inexplicably 
linked to their children’s futures. This well-meaning gesture had been designed to 
restore agency to the children as true participants in their own educational expe- 
rience. Instead, it was read as a debate about linguistic inferiority, racial tolerance, 
and lower class values being imposed on the middle and upper classes. The stu- 
dents were lost in the shuffle in much the same way they are in the discipline of 
Communication. Democracy was interrupted and homogeneity continues to live 
in the space of privilege (Aronowitz and Giroux 1991). There are ways to empow- 
er students of color to succeed. The possibilities are endless if properly guided. 

Strategies for Empowering Students of Color 

Below we present a few ways in which students of color can be empowered in the 
basic Public Speaking course; some can apply to any course. 

■ Choose a text that either incorporates or is wholly designed to address a 
diversity of perspectives concerning race, culture, ethnicity, gender, sex- 
ual orientation, physical disability, age, health. 

■ Use ancillary materials such as recorded discussions, live presentations, 

and/or class exercises in the form of simulation and gaming. These 
should be reflective of diverse cultural experiences and learning styles. 
Kincheloe (1993) recommends using the holographic mind to connect to 
holographic realities such that multiple dimensions or layers of reality 
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can emerge from the classroom experience. This involves synthesizing 
linear and curvilinear thinking as often evoked in Afrocentric research 
(Jackson 1995, 2000a). Linear thinking alone leads to linear behavior and 
theory development. Mainstreaming a more diunital model to learning 
facilitates innovation and eventual paradigm shifts that are so vital to dis- 
ciplinary progress. 

H Be innovative with assignments and have students make direct contact 
with the immediate community, using theoretic perspectives or a set of 
tools that allows them to apply what they are learning in the course. 

Do this so that they are encouraged to learn about diverse cultural 
experiences. 

St Invite guest speakers who can talk about their lived cultural experiences. 

S3 Use students from previous semesters to give you feedback on the class 
and how you might incorporate a more culturally diverse perspective. 
They can serve as auditors and perhaps be given a one credit-hour inde- 
pendent study or internship so that they can receive something in 
exchange for their time. 

E Have a friend or colleague of a different cultural background visit your 
class and evaluate you and your pedagogical approach. The key is accept- 
ing criticism and being honest about your limitations. 

E Consider how your own approach to learning is culturally biased. Do you 
have students in your class from cultures where speakers typically make 
indirect eye contact with audiences; will those students reside in the 
United States after graduation? Moderate your range of acceptable 
speech behaviors so your speaking advice does not ignore cultur- 
al differences, yet still prepares students for future success. 

0 Don’t be afraid to do periodic checks with students about the level of 
inclusiveness they perceive. For example, you might create and distribute 
a small survey that asks students to identify weaknesses in the course and 
discuss the perceived cultural and curricular diversity represented in the 
course. 

H Assign at least one speech that is nontraditional. For example, maybe 
the assignment would be for the speaker to sit down while in front of 
the class, or to serve as instructor to teach a lesson from the textbook or 
the student’s own culture. Perhaps have the student serve as an external 
expert for a day. This strategy, especially, can lessen the communication 
anxiety that intercedes classroom performance (Ralston, Ambler, and 
Scudder 1991). 
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S3 Be conscientious about accommodating varied styles of learning and 
communicating. Vary your lectures so that some are visual, tactile, 
auditory, or experiential (i.e., hands-on) or are a synthesis of these. 

m Establish teams of students early in the term. Give the class opportunities 
to bond through in-class games and exercises. This also facilitates devel- 
opment of new relationships and offers students who are reticent a sense 
of inclusion. 

H After at least one speech, require students to give feedback; for another, 
require the speaker to include the names of two or more classmates in the 
speech, not preplanned. This way, they are engaging audiences and 
speakers. 

Understanding the Classroom Climate as a 
Space of Privilege or Resistance 

As academics, we romanticize about freedom, justice, independence, and integri- 
ty. These important touchstones of the academy must be upheld in the classroom 
and curriculum, otherwise these attainable ideas are mere fantasies in our imagi- 
nation (Giroux and McLaren 1993). Allowing privilege to be perpetuated in the 
classroom politicizes and suppresses the possibilities for growth. But in rejecting 
the impulse to maintain privilege, you can make the classroom become a climate 
conducive for students of color to succeed (Jackson 1997). As critical theorists, we 
are well aware of how privilege sometimes creeps into our consciousness, so for 
this essay we have identified at least 2 1 daily ways that whites experience privilege 
in the classroom. We only talk about white privilege here because it is that brand 
of privilege that promotes a climate that is not conducive for the success of stu- 
dents of color. 

1 . Course content will most likely reflect a white perspective paradigmatically 
(Freire and Ramos 2000). 

2. Course content will most likely reflect a white perspective of history or clas- 
sics (Epstein 2000). 

3. Course content will most likely make white students feel normal and included 
(Giroux and McLaren 1 993). 

4. The instructor will most likely be white (Kincheloe 1993; Lather 1991). 

5. The instructor will most likely use examples, stories, and/or jokes most rele- 
vant to whites (Lou 1 994). 

6. White students rarely have to worry that their grade has anything to do with 
their race or perspective on race (Hendrix 1998). 

7. Most textbook authors will most likely be white and writing from a white per- 
spective (Aronowitz and Giroux 1991). 
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8. Most of the students in the classroom will most likely be white or have similar 
backgrounds. 

9. The tests will most likely be structured to reflect a strong white cultural bias 

(Hernstein and Murray 1996). 

10. White students often do not feel the need to learn about other cultures, and 
not doing so will have no bearing on their future success (Jackson 1999a, 
1999b). 

1 1 . White students typically have no need to behaviorally or linguistically 
codeswitch in the classroom (Jackson 1 999a, 1 999b). 

12. White students at a predominantly white or black university can be assured 
that they will not be singled out to be used as an example in class and then 
asked to represent the entire race or culture with their one response (Jack- 
son 1999a). 

13. White students are rarely asked to think about their privilege (Jackson 
1999b). 

14. White students can be assured that they will not be ingratiated with a com- 
pliment such as “You are so articulate” or “You are not like the others.” 

15. White professors at predominantly white universities do not have to be con- 
cerned about whether their race is a factor in end-of-the-semester student 
evaluations. This is especially related to course content and physical appear- 
ance of the professor (Hendrix 1998). 

1 6. Whites typically experience little to no race-related performance anxiety, so 
there is little chance of self-talk such as “I have to perform well because I 
am a white man” (Kincheloe 1993). 

17. Virtually all multimedia excerpts (i.e., radio, print, television, film) used by the 
instructor or classmates will be reflective of or relevant to whites. 

1 8. Whites find it fairly easy to form or join study groups with peers, due to their 
minimized differences and constant reaffirmation of white identity as being 
okay. 

19. White students feel empowered to question the syllabus and overall class 
structure. 

20. White professors do not have to worry about their credibility being almost 
automatically called into question due to race 

(Hendrix 1998). 

21 . The teaching and learning styles used in the class will most likely reflect a 
style most comfortable for whites (Lou 1 994). 
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Implications for Empowering Students of Color 

Davidson (1996) recommends that discussions of empowering students of color 
not be taken lighdy; and suggests that not all oppositional identities lead to aca- 
demic failure, some remain resilient and intact despite the challenges. This is 
much like the Ralston, Ambler, and Scudder (1991) study in which African Amer- 
icans were predicted to have more communication anxiety than white students. To 
the researchers’ surprise, African-American students performed as well and some- 
times better than did the white students and had less anxiety. This finding evi- 
dences a strong resilience to dominance, a factor that is common among African- 
American identity scales and studies. 

Davidson (1996) admits that identities are politicized in the classroom; and 
while theories, approaches, and strategies have been employed to alleviate this 
problem, it is only gradually diminishing. For example, she explores ways in which 
students have empowered themselves and consequendy have countered the iden- 
tity politics by resisting social categories, changing academic institutions, and 
shifting transcultural realities. These three self-empowerment decisions reflect all 
three of the cultural contract types — ready-to-sign, quasi-completed, and co- 
created contracts, respectively. 

As communicologists, we have the wherewithal to understand interactional 
dynamics in the classroom and curriculum. Although we are .situated at the 
periphery of the national conversation, this volume and this chapter offer sub- 
stantive critiques and strategies capable of enlivening the ongoing debate and shift 
how scholars and students see cultural diversity. Diversity is an identity issue. It 
suggests that one’s self-definition is distinguishable from others’ — and that 
enhances, rather than subtracts from, the overall mission of a university as a com- 
munity of citizens decidedly committed to progress and the preservation of 
integrity. Whitson (1991), among others, criticizes Hirsch’s (1987) work on cul- 
tural literacy, claiming it appeals to popular audiences but fails to promote social 
competence, the cloak under which race and gender anxiety lie. Whitson’s analy- 
sis represents a progressive educational advocacy. Critical pedagogy scholars such 
as bell hooks, Henry Giroux, Joe Kincheloe, Patrick Courts, and Patrick Slattery 
have successfully vied for a position in the debate on multicultural curriculum 
development and reform, postmodern literacy and instructional practices, and 
radical pedagogy. They have taken the lead as they theorize about oppressive ped- 
agogies (see Freire and Ramos 2000; Freire, Clarke, and Aronowitz 1998), border 
pedagogies (see Giroux 1991, 1997), politeracies (see Courts 1997), and postfor- 
malism (see Kincheloe 1993). Now, we must formally institute new progressive 
changes in the Communication curriculum and classroom. 
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Note 

A version of the cultural contracts theory introduced here was presented at the April 

2000 Eastern Communication Association Conference, in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 
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Teaching Assistant Workshop 

Race, Ethnicity, and Nationality in the Classroom 



Katherine G. Hendrix and Apama S. Bulusn 



Workshop 

The general purpose of the workshop would be to provide Communication grad- 
uate teaching assistants (GTAs) with a realistic view of the duties and responsibil- 
ities associated with joining the professoriate, whether temporarily as a graduate 
assistant or long term as a professor. The workshop also is an opportunity to dis- 
cuss the intersection of race, ethnicity, and nationality in the classroom. Its sessions 
will introduce GTAs to the academic experiences of their undergraduate students 
and their graduate assistant peers who are students of color. In addition, its read- 
ings will facilitate a discussion of the classroom from the vantage point of being a 
white teaching assistant in a predominandy white environment. 



Rationale 

Unless graduate students have taken coursework in education, it is highly unlike- 
ly that they are familiar with the research that has investigated the experiences of 
students of color in predominantly white educational environments. GTAs are 
even less likely to have been exposed to experiences of teachers and professors of 
color, considering the absence of such research in Communication’s instructional 
literature. In contrast to those of color, white educators typically enter the class- 
room from the privileged position of being a member of the “mainstream” cul- 
ture; and while they might acknowledge the presence of the “other” in their class- 
rooms, white educators rarely acknowledge how their own race influences com- 
munication dynamics (see readings by Hendrix 1998; Hendrix, Bulusu, and John- 
son 1999; McIntosh 1988; Weinstein and Obear 1992). 

To rectify this, the workshop should go beyond merely instructing GTAs on 
teaching specific content and general pedagogical principles; its instructors also 
should acknowledge and prepare GTAs for the influence in the classroom of gen- 
der, age, class, disability, race, ethnicity, and nationality. (Only those sessions deal- 
ing with the last three factors are described below.) 
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Session One: The Teaching Profession 

The first workshop session provides GTAs with information about the responsi- 
bilities and expectations associated with selecting the professoriate as a career. 
This unit familiarizes GTAs with service, teaching, and research requirements for 
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tenure, and it introduces the “scholarship of teaching” concept. GTAs also are 
exposed to some of the stresses associated with making the transition from grad- 
uate assistant to tenure-track assistant professor. 

Readings 

E.L. Boyer, (1990), Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate 
(Princeton, NJ: Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching). 

R.J. Menges, (1996), “Experiences of Newly Hired Faculty,” in To Improve 
the Academy, Vo I. 15, edited by L. Richlin, pp. 169-182 (Stillwater, OK: New 
Forums Press and the Professional and Organizational Development Net- 
work in Higher Education). 

Guiding Question for Session Two 

“What’s missing?” After discussing the readings on what constitutes schol- 
arship and the typical expectations for assistant professors, GTAs are asked 
about the absence of comments regarding diversity in the academy. 

Transition Article 

D. Smith, (1989), The Challenge of Diversity: Involvement or Alienation in the 
Academy, ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports, No. 5 (Washington, DC: 
George Washington University). 

Session Two: 

The Undergraduate Experience for Students of Color 

The second session of the workshop asks GTAs to consider the experiences of 
their students of color, beyond how they are performing in class. Specifically dis- 
cussed is what are common experiences associated with being a “minority” in the 
college classroom, on campus, or both. 

Readings 

A. Aguirre, Jr., and R.O. Martinez, (1993), Chicanos in Higher Education, 
ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports, No. 3 (Washington, DC: George 
Washington University). 

J.R. Feagin, H. Vera, and N. Imani, (1996), The Agony of Education: Black 
Students at White Colleges and Universities (New York: Routledge). 

J. Hsia, (1988), “Asian-Americans Fight the Myth of Super Student,” Educa- 
tional Record 68: 94-97. 

Guiding Questions for Session Three 

What about you? Who are you? How does this affect your interactions with 
students, and theirs with you? After considering the experiences of being a 
“minority” undergraduate within a predominantly white setting, GTAs explore 
how their identity and predispositions influence interactions with others they 
perceive as different from themselves. 
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Transition Article 

G. Weinstein and K. Obear, (1992), “Bias Issues in the Classroom: Encoun- 
ters With the Teaching Self,” in New Directions for Teaching and Learning: 
Promoting Diversity in College Classrooms, edited by M. Adams, pp. 39-50 
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass). 

Session Three: What About You? Broad Overview 

The third session allows for a general discussion among GTAs from all back- 
grounds. During this session GTAs can explore their departmental roles, person- 
al characteristics, beliefs, and communication strategies for interacting with 
undergraduates, graduate colleagues, and professors. 

Readings 

R. Hardiman and B.W. Jackson, (1992), “Racial Identity Development: 
Understanding Racial Dynamics in College Classrooms and on Campus,” in 
New Directions for Teaching and Learning: Promoting Diversity in College 
Classrooms, edited by M. Adams, pp. 21-37 (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass). 

K.G. Hendrix, A. Bulusu, and O. Johnson, (November 1 999), “The ‘Other’ 
GTA: You Know, Graduate Teaching Assistants of Color,” paper presented at 
the meeting of the NationaFCommunication Association, Chicago, Illinois. 

G. Luna and D. Cullen, (1998), "Do Graduate Students Need Mentoring?” 

The College Student Journal 32: 322-330. 

D. Rubin, (1992), "Nonlanguage Factors Affecting Undergraduates’ Judg- 
ments of Nonnative English Speaking Teaching Assistants,” Research in 
Higher Education 33: 51 1 -531 . 

B.R. Sandler, (July 1988), “The Chilly Climate for Women on Campus,” USA 
Today, pp. 50-53. 

J. Sprague and J.D. Nyquist, (1989), “TA Supervision,” in New Directions for 
Teaching and Learning: Teaching Assistant Training in the 1990s, edited by 
J.D. Nyquist, R.D. Abbott, and D.H. Wulff (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass). 

Guiding Question for Session Four 

How does your presence “color” the classroom? This question allows GTAs 
to be more specific regarding the impact of their race, ethnicity, and nation- 
ality on their teaching. 

Transition Articles 

P. McIntosh, (1988), “White Privilege and Male Privilege: A Personal Account 
of Coming to See Correspondences Through Work in Women’s Studies,” 
Working Paper No. 189 (Wellesley, MA: Wellesley College). 

M.L. Reyes and J.J. Halcon, (1988), “Racism in Academia: The Old Wolf 
Revisited,” Harvard Educational Review 58: 299-314. 
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Session Four: 

What About You? The Racially Diverse Classroom 

The fourth workshop session will provide GTAs with an opportunity to speak 
more about how their personal backgrounds and demographics influence how 
they experience academia; specifically, how they are perceived as they teach and 
how they perceive others. 

Readings 

A. Aguirre, Jr., and R.O. Martinez, (1993), Chicanos in Higher Education, 
ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports, No. 3, pp. 53-68 (Washington, DC: 
George Washington University). 

K.G. Hendrix, (1998), “Black and White Male Professor Perceptions of the 
Influence of Race on Classroom Dynamics and Credibility,” The Negro Edu- 
cational Review 49: 37-52. 

T. Nakayama and R. Krizek, (1995), “Whiteness: A Strategic Rhetoric,” Quar- 
terly Journal of Speech 81 : 291 -309. 

T.K. Nakayama and J.N. Martin, eds., (1999), Whiteness: The Communica- 
tion of Social Identity (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage). 

A.M. Salomone, (1999), “International Teaching Assistants: Some Unique 
Problems,” The Journal of Graduate Teaching Assistant Development 6: 13- 
24. 

S. Townes, (November 1998), “Shut Those Thick Lips: Silence as an Incar- 
cerating Condition for Minority Students,” paper presented at the meeting of 
the National Communication Association, New York. 

Conclusion 

This four-part workshop is designed to provide GTAs with an opportunity to talk 
about something more fundamental than course content; that is, how who they 
are impacts their teaching. GTAs should complete the workshop more aware of 
what it means to be a professor and recognizing how their race, ethnicity, and 
nationality influence how they are perceived, as well as how they perceive others 
within their department setting — particularly in the classes the GTAs teach. 
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Public Speaking in a 
Second Language 



Dale Cyphert 



Rationale 

For a great many students of color, issues of difference and identity do not begin 
or end with color. Instead, they hear themselves as members of a language com- 
munity that is not represented, studied, or even acknowledged in the study of 
communication. From their first experience with Public Speaking, students whose 
own communication reflects nondominant discourse practices are subjected to a 
double burden. Not only must they meet the expectations of the dominant West- 
ern rhetoric of the university, but they must also reconcile their own language 
practices with the models of “competent” communication that are presented in 
the classroom. 

A full curriculum in Communication Studies would eventually address 
issues of cross-cultural communication, subaltern discourse practices, and norma- 
tive rhetorical hegemony; a student of color who discovers critical rhetoric or 
transcultural postcolonial critique might certainly find that the field of Commu- 
nication can offer a relevant and supportive professional environment. Neverthe- 
less, the typical introduction to the study of communication remains a required 
course in Public Speaking. Here, the student of color, who might also be an inter- 
national or immigrant student, feces the immediate reality of cultural expectations 
regarding the “proper” use of message structure, relationship markers, evidence, 
persuasiveness, and other rhetorical strategies of the Western tradition. Such stu- 
dents find themselves making speeches in a dialect or second (or third or fourth) 
language to audiences who understand nothing of the students’ cultures, lan- 
guages, or communication practices. 

Students of color have suffered significant damage in Speech classes that 
attempt to “discipline language” (Cantu 1979: 7), an experience that virtually 
guarantees those students will never seek entry into the discipline. Based on my 
experience as an instructor in a large, diverse, urban community college in Cali- 
fornia, plus additional research I conducted on the communication apprehension 
issues involved with second-language and cross-cultural public speaking (see 
Cyphert 1997), I have concluded that one effective way to mitigate the cultural 
and ling uis tic burden placed on students of color is to introduce the issues of 
rhetorical culture and linguistic dissimilarity as part of the basic Public Speaking 
curriculum. 
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Learning Objectives 

This unit of instruction introduces the situation of speaking in a second language 
as a normal part of the rhetorical environment in a diverse society. The objectives 
of the unit are threefold: to develop speaking skill among second -language speak- 
ers, to develop tolerance on the part of dominant-culture audiences for accented 
and dialectic speech, and to have all students see the practical application of 
cross-cultural communication in the context of responsible public speaking. 

Presentation of Material 

Recent textbook editions have begun to incorporate discussions of culture and 
language as elements of audience analysis or civic responsibility, but Public Speak- 
ing texts typically do not address the speech skills that are unique to cross- 
linguistic situations. Some texts note variations in speech organization, communi- 
cation styles, and cultural practices; but speakers are rather vaguely urged to 
“adapt language choices appropriately for each situation, audience, and setting” 
(Self and Carlson-Liu 1988: 40-41); “familiarize [themselves] with and use [their] 
audience’s language codes” (Kearney and Plax 1996: 171); or “avoid” ethnocen- 
trisim and unintended obscene gestures (Lucas 1995: 20-23). As a result, to attend 
to the topic of speaking in a second language probably will require giving students 
supplemental instructions. 

In order to present cross-cultural communication as the normal condition, 
cross-linguistic speaking should be discussed as a rhetorical situation that could be 
faced by anyone. In fact, students who are studying foreign languages will appre- 
ciate the advice for using their language skills in formal presentations,' and those 
who anticipate any kind of business career can assume that they will be called upon 
to speak to diverse audiences. The instructional unit should be framed not as an 
attempt to accommodate cross-linguistic speakers, but as an opportunity for all 
students to become familiar with the special skills being practiced by their bicul- 
tural peers. 

Instructional Content 

COPING WITH LANGUAGE/COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION 

Communication apprehension is a common student concern, and a topic usually 
covered in the Public Speaking curriculum. But speakers of a second language are 
subject to additional anxiety, the result of lack of communicative control and con- 
stant self-monitoring that occurs while speaking (Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope 
1986: 127). Performance anxiety can be exacerbated for international students 
whose performance might reflect on family, determine their ability to remain in 
the United States, or impact career success in the home country (Churchman 
1986: 5). Alienation of thp student of color from the dominant classroom audi- 

150 



Cyphert 143 



ences can create additional anxiety (Churchman 1986: 4). The perception of non- 
standard language as a “difficulty” is a legitimate concern in the United States, 
where it has been demonstrated that accent alone causes Anglo listeners to assess 
speakers more negatively (Cross et al. 1990; Cukor-Avila and Markley 2000; Pow- 
ell and Avila 1986). 

Although language itself might seem to be the primary communication bar- 
rier in a formal speech situation, simply gaining fluency might not address issues 
that are more important to speaker success. Research suggests that some students 
whose language is not as fluent as they think it “should” be will try to maintain 
their own positive self-image by attributing their communication difficulties to a 
lack of motivation or general ability, thus reducing their willingness to improve 
those factors (Hines and Barraclough 1995: 246). Furthermore, the self- 
assessment of fluency is not always related to objective measures of language use 
(Cyphert 1997). The student who speaks understandably but feels he or she 
“should” be speaking without any trace of an accent will be more apprehensive 
about speaking in public, and thus will face more preparation and delivery diffi- 
culties, than will the barely fluent student who feels he or she has “acceptable” 
mastery of the language. 

Instructors can provide basic information on the physiology of stress and 
anxiety and on methods to reduce symptoms of communication apprehension. 
They also can mitigate some language-related sources of anxiety by addressing 
elements of language control, familiarity with the audience, and expectations of 
language mastery. That is, they can suggest that students: 

S3 Have an expert (an instructor, a native speaker, or the campus writing center) 
correct grammar in a speech draft. Although this means the student will 
prepare a manuscript, the resulting sense of mastery over syntax can 
outweigh some of the disadvantages of that speech format. 

H Practice the speech with an audience of standard-English speaking American 
fiends, roommates , or classmates, not just with cultural cohorts. Increased 
familiarity with problem words and ideas, and with the target audience’s 
probable reactions, will reduce anxiety as well as allow the speaker to 
anticipate and make plans to mitigate comprehension problems. 

M “ Memorize ” grammar constnictions and vocabulary (but not the speech). 

Even in an extemporaneous speech, key sentences and words can be 
planned and practiced ahead of time. Speakers can memorize sentence 
constructions, interchanging a variety of verbs, nouns, or objects in an 
extemporaneous way. 

0 Discuss topics that are relatively new or unfamiliar. Some second-language 
students find they are less apprehensive when they are speaking about a 
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topic in which they have less emotional investment. Some also find that 
they are able to use the second language more comfortably when they 
have learned about the topic in the second language. 

H Discuss a home country, culture, or area of expertise. By selecting a topic on 
which the speaker is an expert, credibility is enhanced and anxiety 
thereby lessened. Further, an appropriate topic can foreground lan- 
guage and culture issues, allowing the student to mitigate comprehen- 
sion issues in a straightforward and assertive way. 

H Differentiate accent issues (which cannot be easily changed) from comprehensi- 
bility issues (which can be mitigated). Second-language speakers are some- 
times surprised to hear that audiences can find accents and unusual 
speech patterns charming, aesthetically pleasing, or dramatic. Students 
should concentrate their energy on ensuring comprehension, rather 
than on demonstrating a native-like command of the second language. 

PRESENTATION TO A SECOND-LANGUAGE AUDIENCE 

Audiences are not unwilling to work at comprehension, but they are alienated by 
situations they perceive as incomprehensible. A speaker who takes positive steps 
to mitigate language difficulties can invite the audience to participate in a satisfy- 
ing exchange. Both second-language speakers and dominant-language audiences 
should see the speaking event as one of mutual responsibility. The speaker should 
take steps to ensure that he or she is comprehended, and the audience should be 
forthcoming about requesting clarification of pronunciations or concepts. Stu- 
dents can be instructed to: 

H Write difficult or unfamiliar words on the blackboard before the speech begins. 
As the speech progresses, the audience should be asked to raise a hand 
or otherwise signal that a word is not being understood. Those words 
can also be written on the board to help the audience comprehend the 
speaker. 

0 Use overheads and outlines so the audience can more easily follow accented 
speech. When the speaker moves from one point to the next, the oudine 
can be used as a visible signpost to help the audience anticipate and 
thus more easily comprehend the next point to be made. 

B Allow “extra” time in the intt'oduction for the audience to adjust to an accent. 

It takes several minutes for the ear to adjust to a very unfamiliar accent. 
The speaker should offer some early material (perhaps a self-introduc- 
tion or a formalized welcome) that is very easy to anticipate, very easy 
to comprehend, or nonessential to the main content of the speech in 
order for the audience to “tune” its ear to the speaker’s accent. 
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II Offer the audience methods for stopping the speech to get clarification when 
necessary for understanding. If the audience is given permission to ask for 
clarification, it will begin to take its listening responsibility more seri- 
ously and become actively engaged in a dialogic communication 
process. 

S3 Provide explicit introductory preview and signposting transitions to clarify any 
unexpected organization style or communication conventions. Some difficul- 
ties of cross-linguistic speaking are less a function of language compre- 
hension than genre expectations. If the speaker knows that a rhetorical 
format or device might catch an audience by surprise, that feature can 
be explicitly noted and explained. 

H Similarly, teach the audience how to respond to or interpret unfamiliar 
rhetorical conventions. This way, the audience gains familiarity with the 
speaker’s culture, while taking responsibility in the dialogue. For 
example, a speaker might preview a narrative format as such, and 
explain how the audience ought to provide its own interpretation. Or, 
the speaker might explain that “flowery” language is a sign of respect or 
enthusiasm. 

E3 Speak slowly and clearly. This is often wise for native speakers as well, but 
second-language speakers sometimes equate language fluency with 
speed. They need to realize that all speeches should be delivered more 
slowly than a “normal” conversational rate. 

0 Use gestures, facial expressions, and a “conversational" style to make perfect 
pronunciation less important. An audience will be far more tolerant and 
responsive to the confident, happy speaker, and more likely to work 
harder to comprehend the speaker’s intent. 

0 Accommodate or remediate volume and intonation expectations of the audience. 
Speakers whose native language uses tonal ranges very different from 
those the audience expects can find themselves expressing unintended 
emotional messages. 

Activities and Exercises 

If the Public Speaking course enrolls students of subaltern cultures, every assign- 
ment becomes an opportunity to learn and practice the skills of cross-linguistic 
speaking. In most classrooms, only a few students will be second-language speak- 
ers, but the rest can be asked to play the proactive role of an engaged audience. 
Speakers should be encouraged to include feedback opportunities throughout the 
speech, and the audience should be given appropriate mechanisms to slow down 
or stop the speaker to ask for clarification. It is possible, in some contexts, to assign 
all students the task of addressing a speech to an audience of another culture or 
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language. I have had excellent results with an assignment to tape-record an out- 
of-class speech, which also frees up valuable in-class time for other activities. 

When grading speeches, it is important that any assessment of clear or effec- 
tive delivery be made in terms of comprehension and effect, rather than adherence 
to arbitrary Western standards of pronunciation, syntax, vocabulary, intonation, or 
style. Students who mitigate the effect of a strong accent, or create a comfortable 
zone of dialogic exploration, or exploit the credibility of language proficiency 
should be rewarded for their creative and effective response to the rhetorical situ- 
ation. Similarly, holding students responsible for learning and using specific orga- 
nizational structures is entirely appropriate; but instructors will level the field by 
offering all students an opportunity to learn and use an unfamiliar genre when 
they require students to explore a variety of cultural paradigms (e.g., both an ana- 
lytical speech and a persuasive narrative). 

Note 

1. Formal public speaking offers unique advantages in foreign language instruction: 

The activity builds self-esteem and confidence in the target language (Lore-Lawson 
1993); it forces the integration of numerous skills, and requires the use of such intangi- 
bles as poise, confidence, and organized self-expression (Smallwood 1976). 
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Exploring Personal Prejudices 

An Activity to Develop Interpersonal Communication 
Competence 



Cynthia Berryman-Fink 
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Course 

Interpersonal Communication 

Learning Objectives 

As a result of this activity, students will be able to understand theories of percep- 
tual processes, attribution, and symbolic interaction; demonstrate skills of provi- 
sional language, self-disclosure, empathy, feedback, indexing generalizations, 
supportive listening, probing, conflict management, and behavioral flexibility; 
practice interpersonal skills in an authentic discussion of personal attitudes; and 
demonstrate an appreciation for diversity. 

Description of the Activity 

This exercise solicits students’ personal prejudices, and provides class time to dis- 
cuss prejudices regarding race and ethnicity as well as gender, class, sexual orien- 
tation, and many other aspects of identity. Through the ongoing discussion of 
their own actual stereotypes and prejudices, with focused questioning by the 
instructor, students come to vividly understand how stereotypical perceptions of 
people are formed, how attributions can be faulty, and how language reveals atti- 
tudes. The activity provides ample opportunity to practice a variety of interper- 
sonal communication skills. 

Process 

1. Present background information. Prior to the exercise, the instructor 
presents information about the nature of prejudice. Interpersonal Communica- 
tion textbooks that do not treat the subject of prejudice can be supplemented with 
short readings from Intercultural Communication texts. For example, Chen and 
Starosta (1998: 32-58) cover such topics as the nature of perception, cultural influ- 
ences on perception, stereotypes, prejudice, the origins and impact of stereotypes 
and prejudices, cultural values, and models of cultural values orientation. Gordon 
Allport’s classic book The Nature of Prejudice (1979) lends itself to a mini -lecture. 
Relevant concepts include Allport’s continuum of prejudice (anti locution, avoid- 
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ance, discrimination, physical attack, extermination) and the delineation of behav- 
iors used by targets of prejudice (including obsessive concern, denial of member- 
ship, withdrawal, strengthening in-group ties, aggression against their own group, 
prejudice against other groups, militancy, enhanced striving). 

2. Solicit students’ prejudices. Students are assigned a homework activity 
in which they compose a list of all the prejudices they hold. They do not put their 
name on this sheet, and they type the list to preclude their handwriting being rec- 
ognized. It is imperative that students feel safe in doing this exercise and that all 
responses are completely anonymous. The instructor should be prepared to deal 
with a wide range of prejudices — including racial (“African-Americans who are 
always angry,” interracial couples, Asian students, Mexicans); gender (“extreme 
feminists,” “women who put careers before children,” “men who are supported by 
wives,” teenage girls, women drivers, white males); class (“white trash,” people on 
welfare, the poor, the upper class, “rednecks,” “homeless people who beg,” the 
wealthy); ethnicity (Appalachians, people from India, people from the Middle 
East, Cubans, Japanese); religion (Catholics, Jews, Southern Baptists, “religious 
fundamentalists,” Mormons); appearance (fat people, people with tattoos or body 
piercings, “wiggers,” “people who wear designer clothes”); sexual orientation 
(bisexuals, gays, lesbians, “heterosexuals who have too many children,” “people 
who flaunt their sexuality”); political (Republicans, Democrats, Liberals, Conser- 
vatives); age (“old people”); hobbies (athletes, cheerleaders, fraternity members, 
sorority members, hunters); occupations (lawyers, police); lifestyle (vegetarian^, 
smokers, drug users, “yuppies,” gang members); behavior (“cheap people,” “loud 
people,” “dumb people”); and more (illegal aliens, handicapped people, “engi- 
neering students,” “people living in the U.S. who do not speak English,” mini-van 
drivers, homophobes, Nazis, freshmen, white supremacists). 

3. Reveal prejudices and create discussion guidelines. The instructor 
compiles the individual lists, and the result is displayed for the class on Powerpoint 
slides or overhead transparencies. Students scan this master list without discus- 
sion, although typically they have difficulty containing their reactions. The 
instructor explains that periodically throughout the term, the class will have the 
opportunity to discuss these prejudices, but they must come to some collective 
guidelines for how that ongoing discussion will take place. Here, the instructor 
assists the students in setting rules for how communication will occur. Discussion 
guidelines typically include caveats such as the following: You have the option of 
owning the items you wrote. Avoid name-calling. Attack the issue, not the person. 
Do not interrupt a speaker. Ask questions. Listen to others. Respect differences of 
opinion. Try to empathize with others. Self-disclose only if you feel comfortable 
doing so. Manage anger. 

4. Begin open-ended discussion of prejudices. The instructor next asks 
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for students’ reactions and commentary on the list of prejudices. Students’ behav- 
ior can range from extreme tentativeness and reluctance to begin the discussion, 
to impatience and eagerness to address particular items. Often students will 
express shock that particular items are even listed, and demand explanations of 
why people hold those prejudices. Sometimes, students will admit they wrote an 
item, and attempt to explain why they hold that attitude; other students will not 
own items, but will speak about why people in general might have that prejudice. 
Over time, students become increasingly willing to describe their own 
experiences. 

5. Use discussion probes. Discussions will rarely lack energy, but probing 
techniques can be used to direct the discussion toward course concepts and theo- 
retical material. Sample questions include: What affects our perception of others? 
On what factors are attributions of people based? How does the wording of cer- 
tain items or particular comments reveal attitudes? How can language offend 
others? How does your own cultural background influence your attitudes toward 
others? How prevalent is [specific item off the list] on this campus? In this city? In 
society? How might that particular prejudice be manifested in behavior? Can 
someone hold no prejudices? How might you react if someone attributed [specific 
prejudice off the list] to you? Why do we hold prejudices? Do prejudices have any 
value? How do we overcome prejudices? What are the best ways to communicate 
with someone who holds attitudes about identity issues vasdy different from 
yours? 

6. Apply course concepts. Because the class revisits this exercise regularly 
throughout the term, it can be a catalyst for teaching many different interperson- 
al communication concepts and skills. For example, the instructor can teach skills 
and then ask students to try to use such skills when participating in the discussion 
of prejudices. Examples of such skills from the prejudice discussions can be used 
to illustrate course concepts. If the prejudice discussion begins to deteriorate 
toward defensiveness or dysfunction, the class should be reminded of the benefits 
of using the interpersonal communication competencies they are acquiring in the 
course. 

Cautions 

1. Use with a heterogeneous student population. The exercise presumes 
a somewhat heterogeneous group of students. It should be effective as long as 
there is some diversity along racial, gender, ethnic, religious, political, and lifestyle 
lines. 
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2. Be prepared for unpredictability. To succeed with this activity, the 
instructor must be skilled at facilitating discussion and comfortable with the 
unpredictability and emotionality that can arise when the topic is prejudices. The 
exercise deals in affective and behavioral learning as well as content learning. 

3. Be available outside of class. Students must be able to interact with the 
instructor outside of class or through email, as in-class discussion sometimes 
sparks questions or concerns. 

4. Allow enough time. Sufficient time must be devoted to the activity so 
students are able to communicate fully and reach some resolution on issues. After 
soliciting and presenting such a list of prejudices, the instructor would be remiss 
to not allow students ample opportunity to express themselves, to question oth- 
ers, and to reconcile differences. While this activity can take 20 to 30 percent of 
overall class time throughout the term, it is time well-spent, because the activity 
can provide an understanding of the majority of Interpersonal Communication 
course concepts. 

Assessment 

A variety of measures to assess learning outcomes of this exercise can be used. A 
pretest/posttest measure of attitudes toward diversity or of open-mindedness 
would reveal changes in students over time. The instructor could rate student 
effectiveness in demonstrating various interpersonal communication competen- 
cies over time in the course. A focus-group discussion at the completion of the 
activity would solicit students’ perceptions of their learning from the exercise. 
Finally, open-ended course evaluations allow students to comment on their learn- 
ing from this activity. 

Relevant Background 

Most students, but especially those whose voices are often marginalized in tradi- 
tional classrooms, seem to benefit from this exercise. Students who have been the 
targets of racial, gender, religious, ethnic, or other forms of prejudice express grat- 
itude that their experiences are validated. They appreciate that classmates are able 
to dis cuss with interpersonal sensitivity the actual prejudice they experience. 

Students are enlightened by seeing the wide range of possible prejudices. 
Some students who have never before been the target of prejudice find themselves 
in that role for the first time. Because the range of prejudices is so broad, students 
realize that they can be both the sender and the receiver of prejudiced remarks. 

Though class discussion can be painful at times, the activity becomes a 
bonding experience where students learn to listen to and empathize with one 
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another. They learn about themselves, about managing differences, and about 
communicating interpersonally with a diverse group. 
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Learning About "Others," 
Learning About Ourselves 

The Basic Communication Course 

Heather E. Harris 



Courses 

This activity is structured mainly for introductory courses (Public Speaking, Inter- 
cultural Communication, Interpersonal Communication) because these courses 
usually have the necessary presentation time built into their format. Additionally, 
because students are usually required to take basic courses as prerequisites to sub- 
sequent courses, the basic courses are ideal for laying the foundation for co- 
cultural and co-ethnic understanding through the provision of fundamental and 
practical tools. 

Definition of Terms 

» 

The term co-culture refers to the culture of the organizational members. Co- 
culturalism presumes the validity of all voices in an organizational setting. Fur- 
thermore, co-culturalism exists through the fostering of deep understanding, 
respect, and appreciation of others. An individual’s ethnicity refers to the particular 
group that she or he chooses to identify with, regardless of the individual’s cultur- 
al background. Ethnicity is a socially defined phenomenon by which groups of 
people consciously distinguish themselves from others; both the out group and the 
in group agree with the categorization. 

Learning Objectives 

This “Learning” activity is a pedagogical tool to reinforce culture and ethnicity as 
central to communication processes. As a result of the activity, students will be 
positioned to take the next step after affirmative action to affirming practices 
through their exposure to and exploration of the multiple communicative dynam- 
ics that stem from this country’s co-cultures and co-ethnicities. They will have 
basic tools to facilitate their negotiation of intercultural and interethnic commu- 
nicative meanings. These learned affirming practices have the potential to result 
in positive intercultural and interethnic encounters beyond the classroom. 



O 

ERIC 



153 



161 



154 Instructional Practices 



Description of the Activity 

Groups of students choose a culture of interest — e.g., Chinese, Barbadian, French 
Canadian, Lakota, the San. The aim is deep communicative analysis and under- 
standing of the selected culture. The instructor tells the students that it will be nec- 
essary for them to go beyond the campus library to places such as embassies or cul- 
tural centers for their research. And that they are also expected to conduct at least 
two in-depth interviews with individuals from the culture being explored. Moreover, 
students are encouraged to be creative in their presentation of the selected culture 
by using the language, music, food , dress, or activities specific to it. 

To guide students through the process, the instructor has them answer the 
following questions during the course of their final presentation: What is “com- 
munication”? What is “culture”? What is the worldview of this culture (guiding 
philosophies)? What are the dominant values (e.g., individualistic, collectivist)? 
What are the verbal and nonverbal communication styles? How do these commu- 
nication styles differ for women and for men? And finally, how are these commu- 
nication practices similar to and different from the group members’ own cultures? 

Process 

1 . Students are introduced to the activity during discussion of the syllabus 
during the first class. 

2. During the second week of classes, they are randomly assigned to groups. 
The number of groups depends on the availability of presentation time. 

3. By week four, each group should have selected a culture to explore. 

4. The groups spend the semester meeting in preparation for the final pres- 
entation. (At commuter colleges, students should use online tools such as Black- 
board™ to communicate. Blackboard™ also enables the instructor to keep track 
of participation by each group member.) Any student who does not participate in 
the group’s work receives a group project grade of zero; this seems to reduce anx- 
iety and resistance to group participation on the part of the other students. 

5. One week before the final presentations, groups hand in their draft out- 
lines (no fewer than 10 references, of which no more than 30 percent may be 
Internet sources). 

6. Each group presentation typically lasts 25-30 minutes, depending on the 
size of the group. It might include video, food, music, art, Powerpoint, costumes 
— whatever the students decided was required to make a thorough and informa- 
tive presentation of another co-culture’s voice. 

7. About 10 minutes are allotted for questions and additional student 
insights at the end of each presentation. 



1 62 



Harris 155 



Cautions 

Some students will want to define themselves simply as “American.” However, 
this strategy defeats the purpose of the activity. Unless all students, especially those 
not considered “students of color,” are encouraged to explore their own cultural 
backgrounds and the underlying basic assumptions that accompany them, little 
progress can be made toward understanding “others” — because the students have 
little understanding of themselves. 

Assessment 

This activity in co-cultural and co-ethnic communicative dynamics does more 
than provide a safe environment for students to build confidence as they increase 
their understanding and skills in the practice of diversity. It could also be consid- 
ered a first step toward integrating diversity in the school. A feat that Garcia 
(1999) states has yet to be accomplished in most academic environments in the 
United States. 

During the question period, students often report to have not only uncov- 
ered insights about the members of the culture being explored but also deepened 
their understanding of their own underlying cultural and ethnic basic assumptions 
and perhaps why those assumptions originated. The activity does more than 
affirm “students of color”; it benefits all students because it takes them beyond 
“color” to the cultures and ethnicities of others, as well as their own. It jettisons 
their familiar realities, exposing them to realities that their fear, comfort zone, lack 
of interest, or perceptions of inferiority or superiority might never have let them 
consider. 

Students gain deep understanding from learning about the communicative 
dynamics stemming from culture and ethnicity because they are encouraged to 
dig beneath the surface of communication to the culturally and ethnically complex 
depths. Ultimately, this activity strives to prepare culturally and ethnically enlight- 
ened students as well as effective communicators. 

Relevant Background 

Fernandez (1991) claims that by mid-century, half of the population of the Unit- 
ed States will be African-American, Asian-American, Latino-American, and 
Native-American. While that mix of cultures might be more apparent today — 
due to the obvious physical differences among students of different races — Amer- 
ican schools have always reflected co-cultural and co-ethnic presence, even when 
that presence could not be (or was not) identified. Today’s melange of cultures and 
ethnicities need not be viewed as a negative element to the classroom experience. 
On the contrary, the recognition of differences as well as similarities creates fertile 
ground for the understanding of “others” at a deep communicative level. 
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It is imperative that before they enter the workforce of the 2 1st century, stu- 
dents formally learn to negotiate the complex communicative meanings of those 
often perceived as “others.” The United States is “poised to capture the gains of 
its long, albeit often troubled, experience with a multicultural population” (Nor- 
ton and Fox 1997: 2). How much of a gain we capture will depend on our com- 
mitment to not just seeing one another but understanding one another. 
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Embracing Diversity 

Through Music in the Interpersonal 

Communication Classroom 



Diane M. Monahan 



Course 

Music is a universal tool for expressing feelings about the self, relationships, and 
specific relational episodes, and its use in the Interpersonal Communication class- 
room can make course concepts come alive in song. Songs not only demonstrate 
various elements and concepts, but songs allow students to express themselves. 

Learning Objective 

This assignment provides a way for students to demonstrate their understanding 
of interpersonal communication concepts by applying them to the analysis of a 
song. As a result of this activity, students will see how songs are embedded with 
interpersonal concepts, and they gain a better understanding of relational com- 
munication. In addition, students learn to recognize how music is culturally based. 
The assignment can reveal cultural differences in interpersonal communication 
through music, and is a subtle way of embracing diversity in the classroom. 

Description of the Activity 

In this activity, students select a song that they feel reflects some aspect of them- 
selves as relational beings. This assignment allows students to demonstrate their 
knowledge in a comfortable and familiar manner. Students have enjoyed this 
assignment in the past, and many say they appreciate the opportunity to express 
their opinions and perceptions. They also have commented on how the activity is 
a novel way to assess their learning. 

In their final presentation, students play and then analyze the song for the 
entire class. Students feel as though they are substantively contributing to class 
discussion with their song selections, and the quality of those discussions is amaz- 
ing. The activity particularly encourages conversations of diversity. 





0 
% • 



157 



158 Instructional Practices 



Process 

In this activity, each student: 

1. Selects an appropriate song to analyze. The song must represent 
interpersonal communication and be appropriate for the classroom setting. Not 
allowed are songs that are offensive or contain inappropriate subject matter such 
as rape, drug abuse, child abuse, domestic violence, and the like. Some songs and 
artists used by students in the past include “He Went to Paris” by Jimmy Buffet; 
“Sorry to a Friend” by Edwin McCain; “Butterfly” by Mariah Carey; “Bridge 
Over Troubled Water” by Simon and Garfunkel; “Can You Stand the Rain” by 
Boyz II Men; “Walls” by Yes; “Return to Me” by October Project; “Don’t Speak” 
by No Doubt; and “Best Friend” by Brandy. Songs must be approved by the 
instructor; if the instructor is not familiar with the song, the student must provide 
a copy of the lyrics at this step. 

2. Obtains the song’s lyrics. Students will need to submit the lyrics with 
their final paper, and will distribute copies to class members during the final pres- 
entation. Audio of the song is also required for the presentation. 

3. Conducts a thorough analysis of the song. It is important that the 
analysis focus on the relational messages of the song; that is, the student must be 
able to explain how he or she sees the song as a reflection of himself or herself as 
a relational being. Students should be able to explain this connection in their writ- 
ten paper and presentation. Each student’s analysis must apply a minimum of six 
course concepts; for example, transactional communication, gender roles, rela- 
tional context, life script, relational metaphors, confirming messages, discontinu- 
ing messages, proxemics, touch, facial expressions, double bind, gaze, stereotypes, 
CMM theory, and so on. 

4. Gets approval from the instructor for his or her list of six concepts. 

This step helps students organize their thoughts and the course material. 

5. Writes the analysis. The analysis consists of two parts: dissection and 
explanation. First, the student “dissects” the song on the copy of the lyrics, mark- 
ing which lines of the song the student believes apply to each concept. Second, the 
student explains each concept used in the dissection. Each description is limited to 
one paragraph. 

6. Makes a presentation to the class on the song analysis. In their pre- 
sentations, students must demonstrate their knowledge of the course material as 
well as effective verbal communication. They also need to explain how the song is 
a reflection of them as a relational being. Each presentation includes the playing 
of the song and ends with class discussion. 
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Assessment 

After completing this exercise, students are more willing to participate in discus- 
sion, empowered by the untraditional exercise. That discussion can be organized 
in many different ways. The instructor could categorize songs by themes, and 
hold one discussion integrating all songs in that grouping; for example, songs 
about relationship dissolution or an absent parent. This is an effective way to have 
a cohesive and focused discussion. It also allows students to think about the theme 
of a particular class and come prepared to discuss. Or, the instructor could decide 
to hold a discussion after each song. This is time-consuming and probably not as 
effective a way to discuss song themes. 

No matter how discussions are organized, their purpose is to empower each 
student to discuss his of her perception of the song in the context of interperson- 
al communication. It is important to remind students that one aim of the exercise 
is to have them begin to listen to music through educated ears. 

Relevant Background 

Music can stimulate thought processes and enhance reasoning, and both can 
improve student understanding of interpersonal communication concepts and 
encourage student discussion. This assignment is an innovative way to encourage 
students of color especially because music plays an important role in many cul- 
tures. African-American and Hispanic cultures particularly embrace music and use 
it in many aspects of everyday life. This assignment gives students the power to 
select a song that is a reflection not only of them but also of their culture. 
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Group Ceremonial Speeches 



Ann Neville Miller 



Course 

Introduction to Public Speaking 

Learning Objectives 

Because ceremonial speaking is the most common type of public speech in many 
cultures, this activity enables many students of color to develop skills in a rhetor- 
ical situation already comfortable for them and that does not demand the linear 
structure characteristic of most speech assignments in the typical Public Speaking 
course. It also provides an opportunity for the class as a whole to develop an 
understanding of ceremonial speech patterns of other cultural groups. 

Description of the Activity 

This activity is nice for the end of the semester, when students have become com- 
fortable with one another and when release from the general stresses of term 
paper and project deadlines in all their other classes is warranted. (If the class 
includes a large number of American students of color or international students, 
the instructor might opt to make this assignment the first of the term in place of 
the usual introductory speech.) 

Students form groups of four or five members each, and are instructed to 
create a ceremony. They may choose any occasion and may develop the ceremo- 
ny according to their own tastes. Groups with members from cultures other than 
Euro-American are encouraged to explore ceremonies in one of those other cul- 
tures represented among them if they wish. Some of these occasions will likely 
occupy speech categories not found in the typical Public Speaking textbook, thus 
affording the entire class a chance to expand its understanding of ceremonial 
speaking across cultures. 

The sole requirement for the ceremony is that it must be an occasion for 
which multiple speeches would be given, and each speech must be two to five min- 
utes long. The groups may choose whether or not they wish to use props, but 
appropriate dress for the ceremony is highly encouraged, as it is a key part of the 
nonverbal component of such events. Students must also determine whether the 
use of notes for the speeches is appropriate — that is, whether the audience would 
typically expect it. 

The speeches can be graded or not. Because students view creating a cere- 
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mony as an enjoyable activity, they throw the weight of their creativity into it with 
or without the incentive of grades. As a graded exercise, the entire group could be 
given one grade, but it is also possible to evaluate how successful each speech is in 
achieving the general goals of affirming community values and developing the 
desired atmosphere, as well as whether the speech meets criteria unique to its 
genre. 

Process 

1 . A week or two ahead of time, put students in groups and give them the 
ceremony assignment. 

2. Groups present their ceremonies one at a time. 

3. Following each ceremony, oral critiques can be conducted, focusing both 
on how effectively the group as a whole created the desired atmosphere in its com- 
bination of speeches and on how individual speakers in the group fulfilled their 
specific roles. 

Assessment 

The ability of some groups to create a ceremonial atmosphere is remarkable. 
Instructor and class could well find themselves literally on the verge of tears fol- 
lowing eulogies honoring an entirely fictitious “Recently Departed” or tender 
wedding vows from a couple who have no contact outside of Public Speaking 
class. Obviously, when the audience is able to enter into the enactment that thor- 
oughly, the speakers have successfully fulfilled the purposes of a ceremonial 
speech. If the ceremony is set in a culture other than mainstream American, the 
instructor has the added opportunity to draw the class into a discussion of the 
decidedly different flavor the event has taken on and why. 

Relevant Background 

If any speaking assignment is likely to be deleted from the crowded schedules of 
Introductory Public Speaking, it is the ceremonial, or epideictic, speech. To ne- 
glect special occasion speeches seems a sad loss to the course, if for no other reason 
than it is these very occasions in life where audiences most long for an entertain- 
ing and concise speaker to step onto the podium. But for many students of color, 
the omission is more significant. Most collectivistic cultures and co-cultures, espe- 
cially the majority that are also high-power distance, are rich with ceremonies to 
mark significant life events (Hofstede 1991; Triandis 1995). These occasions 
inevitably require multiple speeches, many of which are not structured in the 
linear style characteristic of the typical assignments of an Introductory Public 
Speaking course. By deleting the ceremonial speech, instructors will be overlook- 
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ing the rhetorical situation with which some students are already most comfort- 
able and denying them the opportunity to practice the type of speaking such stu- 
dents are most likely to use in daily life. 

By making ceremonial speeches a group assignment, instructors can include 
them in the course without unduly sacrificing scarce class hours. Clustered this 
way, groups of ceremonial speakers require less than half the time it would take 
for the same number of students to give individual speeches of the same length, 
because dead time between speakers, set-up time for the next, occasional begging 
to be the last speaker of the day, and other small time wastages are eliminated. 
Moreover, critiques of group presentation afford the class an opportunity for 
reflection on issues of relationships between speeches and the structure of the cer- 
emony itself, as well as on cultural aspects of the rhetorical situation, which would 
not arise if the speeches were delivered individually. This unusual combination — 
an activity that provides a higher-quality student learning experience yet frees up 
class hours — makes the group ceremonial speech assignment a valuable peda- 
gogical addition to multicultural classrooms. 
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Survivor — Everyone Stays 
on the Island 

Promoting Personal Intercultural Skills 



Theresa Bridges and Tara Lynn Crowell 



Courses 

Intercultural Communication, Interpersonal Communication, or Introduction to 
Communication (hybrid) 



Learning Objectives 

This semester-long exercise employs cooperative techniques and an instructor- 
initiated support network to increase students’ success in basic Communication 
courses and develop their intercultural competence skills. It is structured to 
increase students’ cognitive learning through the higher-order processing neces- 
sary to teach others course material, as well as to use students’ interpersonal rela- 
tionships to meet the psychological needs that most ensure success. Through 
exposure to both interpersonal and intercultural scholarship and real-life interac- 
tion, students will be challenged to make connective links between these two 
worlds by critically analyzing and evaluating their own and others’ interpersonal 
skills and intercultural attitudes, beliefs, and values. While all students should ben- 
efit from the activity, students of color — both native and international — likely 
will see additional affective benefits resulting from their interpersonal interactions 
with classmates. 

More specifically, as a result of this activity, students will be able to (1) deter- 
mine a personal repertoire of effective and appropriate interpersonal skills for 
interacting with culturally different others, and (2) integrate their personal learn- 
ing experiences with existing interpersonal and intercultural communication the- 
ory and research. 




Description of the Activity 

This is a semester-long activity that comprises small individual and group assign- 
ments as well as a final group assignment. Specifically, this assignment re- 
quires (1) individual abstracts of journal articles on intercultural communication; 
(2) individual journals recording out-of-class intercultural interactions; (3) indi- 
vidual mini-presentations correcting inaccurate perceptions of a culture; and 
(4) a group paper (“island survival manual” including brief history and overview of 
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a culture, plus culture-specific behavioral advice) and a creative group presenta- 
tion of the survival kit. 

Process 

First half of the semester: The instructor breaks up the class into groups of five 
or six students each, depending on class size. Each group is assigned a culture — 
ethnic, national, or religious. Because students must actually interact with culture 
members, cultures should be assigned only if they are sufficiendy represented in 
the local community or student population. No group should be assigned the cul- 
ture of any of the group members. The instructor frames the assignment to the 
students as: “You are visiting an island whose entire population belongs solely to 
the ethnic/national/religious group you have been assigned.” Each group should 
write down everything they collectively “know” about the culture they have been 
assigned. 

Groups investigate their assigned culture in two ways: 

1 . Each member of the group must locate five academic sources (excluding 
textbooks) that describe the assigned culture’s specific traits and practices, then 
write a brief summary of the relevant material from each article. 

2. Each member of the group must identify one “host” (an actual member 
of the assigned culture) to introduce the student to the culture. The students may 
choose someone already known to them or may find someone through a campus 
or community organization. Students may tell the host that they are working on 
a class assignment, but they must conduct their investigation through personal 
interaction, not a formal interview. The student “hangs out” with the host over the 
course of several weeks, seeing movies, attending cultural events, going out to 
dinner, or other informal activities. All the while the students are to engage in crit- 
ical observation, keeping journals of occasions when they feel uncomfortable, mis- 
understand their hosts, talk about differences in their home cultures, or notice dif- 
ferences in the way they and their hosts communicate. The students should be 
reflective and expansive in these journals, rather than just making lists of activities. 

Second half of the semester: Once they have investigated their assigned 
culture, the students engage in a version of the “Tribal Council” from the televi- 
sion show Survivor. Just as the show’s participants voted one member off the island 
each episode, each class group votes off a “falsity” (myth, stereotype, preconceived 
notion, idea, attitude, belief) held about its assigned culture that, through this 
activity, the group now realizes is inaccurate. These “Tribal Council” ceremonies 
take two forms: 

1 . In one ceremony per group each week, each member of a group presents 
a “falsity” about the assigned culture to be voted on by the rest. In accordance with 
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Survivor's reward challenges, students obtain rewards if they successfully get their 
“falsity” voted off. The member who most effectively argues for the dismissal of 
his or her “falsity” is presented with a nominal reward (e.g., candy, hand-made 
cards, or island jewelry) by the group. 

2. In another, larger ceremony each week, one member of each group pres- 
ents to the class as a whole the “falsity” that that group voted off its island that 
week. From among these, the class awards one group “immunity” — exemption 
from a small quiz or daily class assignment, or an award of bonus points. 

Toward the end of the semester (two or three weeks left): For their 
final projects, each group prepares two “island survival kits”: 

1 . The first kit should include general information about the culture: a brief 
history and overview, rules for what to do and not to do, and unique customs, rit- 
uals, and traditions. Most of this information is likely to have come from sec- 
ondary sources. 

2. The second kit is a compendium of advice, gleaned from the experiences 
of all group members, on interpersonal interactions with members of that culture. 
This information should focus on the personal, noting similarities and differences 
among the experiences of the group’s members. 

The students present their survival course training in both written and 
speech forms. There are numerous possibilities for the writing assignment; but 
ultimately, students should integrate their personal experiences with the literature 
to illustrate that individuals are much more than their culture, even though cul- 
ture gready influences their behavior. The students’ speech presentations should 
be professional yet appealing and creative; students might, for example, present a 
skit, role play, create a survival webpage, compile a three-dimensional survival 
guide (a suitcase or backpack with objects, pictures, symbols), put a survival song 
to music, produce a survival video, or compile a picture collage or photo album. 

Cautions 

Instructors should anticipate a protocol for group members who foil to perform. 
Possible ways to handle failure to perform (including but not limited to not com- 
pleting work by the group’s deadlines, not coordinating efforts with other group 
members, in any way impinging upon the educational processes of other group 
members) are individual point reductions or expulsion from the group. Thus, as 
the semester unfolds, each group should keep accurate records of its members’ 
attendance and participation; a liaison should be appointed to keep the instructor 
apprised of difficulties encountered by the group. 
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Assessment 

The instructor has much latitude in evaluating the various individual and group 
assignments throughout the semester (e.g., to award points for participation/ 
completion of abstracts or to grade based on some objective criteria). Additional 
activities the instructor can use to assess the students’ achievement of the learning 
goals follow. 

Last two or three weeks of the semester; Once all the groups have pre- 
sented their survival kits to the class, the instructor could reconstitute the groups 
such that each new group comprises one member from each “island.” Over the 
last few weeks, these new groups could: 

0 Discuss and compare the different cultures, looking for similarities. 
Identify general competence skills necessary for interacting with 
culturally different others. 

B Employ specific interpersonal theories/concepts (e.g., self-disclosure, 
implicit personality theory, attribution theory, uncertainty reduction 
theory) to explain why some islands had very similar experiences yet 
others had quite different experiences. 

H Reflect upon how students’ own cultural background impacted their 
performance on the islands, and discuss how the activity might have 
changed how they view their own culture. 

Relevant Background 

Sedlacek (1983) indicates that the quality of the instructor-student relationship is 
a critical factor influencing minority students’ learning and their comfort level 
with the educational institution. Unfortunately, due to increasing enrollment in 
Communication courses, instructors can find it difficult to develop meaningful 
relationships with each of their students. Much of the literature, however, suggests 
that students from diverse groups can succeed if (1) they feel welcome, (2) they feel 
they are being treated as individuals, (3) they feel they can participate fully, and 
(4) they are treated fairly (McKeachie 1994). One way to achieve these goals is 
through the use of peer groups in the classroom. While some students could be 
initially ambivalent toward “groupwork,” instructors who effectively design 
assignments and manage classroom interaction are likely to see increases in stu- 
dents’ affective, behavioral, and cognitive learning. 

Too often, the classroom study of intercultural communication relies on the 
identification and analysis of theory and concepts, with little or no attention to 
pragmatic skills-based outcomes. Certainly, critical thinking, comparative analy- 
sis, and hypothetical application are valid learning goals, but they do not give stu- 
dents the behavioral skills necessary to communicate effectively in intercultural 
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encounters. To achieve behavioral learning outcomes, it is essential that students 
participate in interpersonal interactions with culturally different others, reflect 
upon effective and appropriate behavior in these encounters, and integrate their 
conclusions with existing intercultural theory and research. 

Note 

An earlier version of this paper was presented at the 70th Annual Florida Communica- 
tion Association Conference, October 2000. 
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The Cultured Hero Presentation 

Navigating Between Exoticism and Assimilationism 



Roy Schwartzman and Bayo Oludaja 



Course 

Any basic course; especially suitable for introductory Intercultural Communica- 
tion courses. 

Learning Objective 

Students will develop a better understanding of their own distinctive cultural her- 
itage, while recognizing how different cultures contribute to collective moral 
goals. 

Description of the Activity 

Each student investigates his or her own cultural background, then selects an indi- 
vidual from that background who models values that are important in the student’s 
own life. Later, the class generates a consensus list of universally desirable virtues 
and values. Finally, in a presentation before the class, each student explain's how 
his or her cultural hero both uplifts their cultural group and contributes to their 
cultural heritage and embodies values and qualities that transcend differences 
among cultural groups. 

The emphasis on universal virtues actually complements rather than con- 
tradicts affirmations of cultural heritage. As long as the various cultural heroes 
strive for similar objectives — ends that the students themselves have identified as 
important and universal — then no path to virtue gets privileged above others. 
The distinctive cultural features of the heroes show that no one culture is entided 
to dominate others (Kincaid and Homer 1997: 19). 

Process 

Recognizing one’s cultural identity. Students are instructed to investigate their 
own ethnic, racial, and cultural backgrounds: 

Think of the norms, values, and beliefs from this background that have 
shaped who you are and who you aspire to be. Think about how these 
norms, values, and beliefs have given meaning to life among the people of 
your cultural background. Look at history (ancient or recent, written or oral) 
and identify some individuals from your cultural background who have mod- 
eled values that have given meaning to your life. 
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Select one of those individuals as your hero. Preferably this person should 
not be someone who is widely acknowledged in mainstream American cul- 
ture. Select someone who is less known but who embodies qualities that 
you believe have universal appeal. In a future class, you will generate as a 
class a list of universally desirable virtues and values. 

[In your presentation,] you will describe the specific ways your cultural hero 
shows the unique qualities of your heritage and exemplifies at least one of 
the universal values we identify in class. 

As students prepare their presentations, they should be encouraged to recognize 
the races, creeds, religions, or other group affiliations that inform their own iden- 
tities. Also, the assessment criteria (see below) should be distributed to students 
with the assignment guidelines. 

Generating universal values. At least one week before the students’ pre- 
sentations are to be delivered, at least 30 minutes (preferably an entire class peri- 
od) is set aside for students to generate a list of universal values and virtues. This 
step is critical for the assignment’s success. Without this step, nothing in the 
guidelines for a standard “cultural hero” presentation prevents a student from dis- 
cussing “Adolf Hider, My Hero” or other such topics. (Precisely this situation lies 
at the center of the plot of the film American History X, in which an African- 
American teacher is dismayed that a student uses a cultural hero assignment as a 
platform for defending Hider’s racist views.) 

To generate the universal values, the instructor asks students to specify 
virtues or behaviors that they believe everyone should try to exhibit. Every sug- 
gestion should be recorded. Students should be reminded that these qualities 
should be considered universally desirable. After a list has been generated, the 
class votes on which items they want to keep as universal. To stay on the list, that 
item must be endorsed unanimously. The cultural hero each student has chosen 
must exhibit one or more of the values from this list. 

Such a list should be relatively easy to generate. William Bennett, for exam- 
ple, assembled The Book of Virtues (1996) as a compilation of stories that exhibit 
similar sets of desirable qualities that transcend nationalities and cultures. The list 
that students generate, however, also has binding force on them because they have 
identified the virtues themselves. As a result, the question “Whose morals?” never 
arises, and students do not feel that someone else’s morals are being imposed on 
them. 

Delivering the presentation. Each student makes an oral presentation 
lasting five to 10 minutes. This time limit can be extended, especially if the 
instructor incorporated a research component in the assignment. 
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Assessment 

An effective “cultural hero” presentation: 

■ Points out how the hero both fulfills and transcends expected norms of 
his or her native culture. 

■ Makes a case for honoring this individual as a cultural hero, since the 
person is not already in the public eye. (Selecting a widely recognized 
figure such as Martin Luther King, Jr. or Malcolm X does not offer 
enough insight about why that figure might be a cultural hero for the 
student.) 

■ Explains how the hero explicitly manifests one or more of the universal 
values identified by the class. 

m Includes stories and examples to illustrate how the hero put values into 
practice. (Students should keep the positive qualities concrete by showing 
what this person does/did to exemplify those values.) 

■ Characterizes the person as heroic in a way that taps into universal values 
(to show that different cultures can unite behind shared values). 

Relevant Background 

A few years ago, at a Communication conference, two bumper stickers distributed 
by the same vendor lay side by side on a table: “Celebrate diversity!” and “Create 
community!” How can both objectives be accomplished? John Lucaites (1997) 
contends that “the primary issue for liberal democracy as it approaches the turn of 
the century is how to manage the tensions between unity and fragmentation — 
between collective and individual” that would facilitate collective public action 
without a dilution of individual identity (283). For the individual in a multicultur- 
al society, effective management of diversity implies recognizing and negotiating 
the many identities in which one participates. Sensitivity thus implies not only 
appreciating the identities of others, but also seeking “a more dialogical relation- 
ship between the individual qua human being and the multiple classes of which she 
or he is a part” (Lucaites 1997: 283). 

Many exercises highlight the uniqueness of a student’s culture. Although 
such activities can develop cultural awareness, that heightened consciousness risks 
exaggerating cultural differences, obscuring the universal human values that cul- 
tures share. This tendency to splinter cultures can lead to exoticism , which show- 
cases cultural achievements as curiosities without showing how they contribute to 
moral objectives shared by various cultures. Virtues and accomplishments become 
compartmentalized and limited in scope: African spirituality, Arabic innovation, 
and so on. 
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A second danger, assimilationism , stresses cultural similarities to the point of 
reducing each distinct culture to its role as part of a single cultural melange. His- 
torically, this extreme was embodied in the melting pot theory that specific cul- 
tural markers would “boil away” to form a shared American identity. A more per- 
niciously aggressive version of this idea appears as enforced cultural hegemony, 
especially in colonialism or the concept of Kultur. The German ideal of Kultur 
designated “Nordic” Germans as the sole legitimate proprietors of German iden- 
tity. Other groups, such as Jews or Roma, simply were not considered “true” 
Germans (Levin 1968: 285). 
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